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INDEX  AND  SUMMARY  OF  H.  R.  12117 


May- 

6,  I960 

House  Appropriations  Committee  reported  H.  R. 
12117.  H.  Report  No.  1592.  Print  of  bill  and 
report. 

May 

10,  i960 

House  began  and  concluded  general  debate  on 

H.  R.  12117. 

May 

11,  I960 

House  passed  H.  R.  12117  with  amendments. 

May 

12,  I960 

H.  R.  12117  was  referred  to  the  Senate  Appro¬ 
priations  Committee.  Print  of  bill  as  referred 

May 

17,  I960 

Subcommittee  approved  H.  R.  12117  with  amend¬ 
ments. 

May 

20,  I960 

Senate  committee  reported  with  amendments  H.  R. 
12117.  S.  Report  No.  liiOii.  Print  of  bill  and 
report. 

May 

23,  I960 

Senate  began  debate  on  H.  R.  12117. 

May 

2l|,  I960 

Senate  passed  H.R.  12117  with  amendments. 

Senate  conferees  were  appointed. 

May 

25,  I960 

Sen.  Dirksen  discussed  language  in  H,  R.  12117 
authorizing  additional  borrowing  authority  for 
certain  loans. 

June 

8,  I960 

House  conferees  were  appointed. 

June 

13,  I960 

Conferees  agreed  to  file  a  report. 

June  ll|,  I960 

House  received  conference  report*  H.  Report  Ho 
1863.  Print  of  report. 

Summary  of  the  action  of  the  conferees. 

June  15  ,  I960 

Both  Houses  agreed  to  conference  report. 

June  29,  I960 

Approved  t  Public  Law  86-532 • 
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PUBLIC  LAW  86-523  (S.  1185)  PRESERVATION  OF  HISTORICAL  AND  ARCHEOLOGICAL  DATA-¬ 
IN  CONSTRUCTING  DAMS  (approved  June  27,  1960).  Provides  for  the  preservation 
of  historical  ..and  archeological  data  which  might  be  lost  or  destroyed  "as  a 
result  of  flooding,  road  building,  erection  of  workmen’s  communities,  etc., 
caused  by  the  construction  of  dams.  Requires  written  notice -to  the  Secretary 
of  the  Interior  by  any  Federal  agency  before  it  undertakes  construction  of  a 
dam,  or  licenses  any  private  individual  or  corporation  to  construct  a  dam, 
with  the  proviso  that  with  respect:  to  any  floodpater  retarding  dam  which 
provides  less  than  five  thousand  acteyfeet  of" detention  capacity  and  with  re¬ 
spect  to  any  other  type  of  dam  which  creates  a  reservoir  of  less  than  forty 
surface  acres  the  provisions  requiring  writTteji  notice  shall  apply  only  when 
the  constructing  agency,  in  its  preliminary  surveys,  finds,  or  is  presented 
with  evidence  that  historical  or  archeological  materials  exist  or  may  be 
present  in  the  proposed  reservoir  area. 


PUBLIC  LAW  86-529  (S.  1892)  NORMAN,  OKLAHOMA,  RECLAMATION  PROJECT  (approved 
June  27,  1960).  Authorizes  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  to  construct, 
operate-  and  maintain  the  Norman  Federal  reclamation  project,  Oklahomk^in 
accordance  with  the  Federal  reel amation  laws. _ 

DIGEST  OF  PUBLIC  LAW  86-532 

PUBLIC  LAW  86-532  (H.  R.  12117)  DEPARTMENT  OF  AGRICULTURE  AND  FARM  CREDIT 
ADMINISTRATION  APPROPRIATION  ACT,  1961  (approved  June  29,  1960).  Provides 
annual  appropriations  for  regular  activities  for  the  Department  of  Agricul¬ 
ture  (other  than  Forest  Service)  for  fiscal  year  1961  in  the  amount  of 
$1,478,250,100,  plus  $1,443,634,000  under  Title  II  for  Reimbursement  to 
Commodity  Credit  Corporation  for  cost  of  special  activities.  The  Act  also 
authorizes  borrowings  from  the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury  for  Farmers  Home 
Administration  and  Rural  Electrification  Administration  loans  in  the  amount 
of  $417,000,000,  exclusive  of  contingency  authorizations.  Title  II  of  the 
Act  also  authorizes  the  partial  restoration  of  the  June  30,  1959,  and 
June  30,  1960  capital  impairment  of  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  in  the 
amount  of  $1,226,500,000;  it  further  provides  for  a  CCC  corporate  adminis¬ 
trative  expense  limitation  of  $45,726,000,  and  continues  1960  language  which 
provides  that  price  support  to  any  person  on  1961  crops  of  supported  commod¬ 
ities  shall,  not  exceed  $50,000  except  under  certain  specified  conditions. 
Title  III  of  the  Act  provides  limitations  on  administrative  expenses  of  not 
to  exceed  $2,480,000  for  the  Farm  Credit  Administration.  Permanent  appro¬ 
priations  for  1961  are  available  in  the  estimated  amount  of  $369,670,000. 

(At  the  end  of  this  Digest  is  a  table  of  appropriations  for  fiscal  year 
1961,  including  all  supplemental  appropriations  to  date,  compared  with  1959 
and  1960). 


Increases  over  1960  were  provided  to  meet  employee  health  benefit  costs 
pursuant  to  Public  Law  86-382.  Items  of  major  significance  in  the  Act  for 
the  Department  of  Agriculture,  including  amounts  of  increase  and  decrease 
over  1960  are  as  follows: 

AGRICULTURAL  RESEARCH  SERVICE:  $193,109,200  appropriated,  a  net  increase 
of  $10,401,902  above  1960.  Changes  include:  Salaries  and  expenses  -  a  net 
increase  of  $1,105,610  for  research;  a  net  increase  of  $2,435,400  for  plant 
and  animal  disease  and  pest  control  which  includes  an  increase  of  $2,167,700 
for  the  brucellosis  eradication  program;  and  an  increase  of  $237,100  for 
meat  inspection  activities.  Salaries  and  expenses  (special  foreign  currency 
program)  -  $15,131,000  appropriated,  an  increase  of  $3,074,500  over  1960. 
Construction  of  facilities  -  $2,550,000  appropriated  for  planning  and  initi¬ 
ating  construction  authorized  at  not  to  exceed  $7,250,000.  Payments  to  States 
-  $32,553,000,  appropriated  increase  of  $999,292  over  1960.  ” 
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EXTENSION  SERVICE  (Principally  payments  to  States):  $67,431,000  appropri¬ 
ated,  an  increase  of  $3,307,778. 

SOIL  CONSERVATION  SERVICE:  Conservation  operations  -  $83,132,000  appropri¬ 
ated  (a  net  increase  of  $810,000,  primarily  to  provide  for  the  staffing  of  an 
additional  twenty  districts  during  fiscal  year  1961);  Watershed  protection  - 
$35,000,000  appropriated  (a  net  increase  of  $12,250,000  over  1960);  Flood 
prevention  -  $18,000,000  appropriated  (same  as  I960):  Great  Plains  conser¬ 
vation  program  -  $10,000,000  appropriated  (same  as  1960). 

AGRICULTURAL  CONSERVATION  PROGRAM  SERVICE:  $242,000,000  appropriated  which, 
together  with  balances  available  under  the  1958  program,  provides  the  full 
$250,000,000  authorized  for  the  1960  program.  Of  the  amount  appropriated, 
not  to  exceed  $26,832,950  (same  as  1960)  is  for  administrative  expenses. 

The  Act  also  authorizes  a  $250,000,000  program  for  the  1961  crop  year. 

AGRICULTURAL  MARKETING  SERVICE:  Marketing  research  and  service  -  $43,094,900 
appropriated  (a  net  increase  of  $1,627,800  over  1960);  Payments  to  States  - 
$1,195,000  appropriated  (same  as  1960);  School  lunch  program  -  $110,000,000 
appropriated  (same  as  1960).  The  Act  also  provides  that  $45,000,000  (increase 
of  $1,342,752  over  1960)  shall  be  transferred  from  Section  32  funds  for  pur¬ 
chase  of  agricultural  commodities  for  distribution  to  schools. 

FOREIGN  AGRICULTURAL  SERVICE:  Salaries  and  expenses  -  $4,487,000  appro¬ 
priated  (an  increase  of  $968,700  over  1960);  Salaries  and  expenses  (Special 
foreign  currency  program)  -  $14,621,000  appropriated  (an  increase  of 
$8,777,622  over  1960). 

COMMODITY  STABILIZATION  SERVICE:  Acreage  allotments  and  marketing  quotas  - 
$40,135,000  appropriated  (a  net  decrease  of  $400,000  below  1960);  Sugar  Act 
program  -  $74,500,000  appropriated  (an  increase  of  $3,000,000  above  1960). 
Conservation  reserve  program  -  $330,000,000  (a  decrease  of  $5,000,000  below 
1960).  Of  the  amount  appropriated,  not  to  exceed  $12,000,000  (decrease  of 
$6,600,000)  shall  be  available  for  administrative  expenses. 

FEDERAL  CROP  INSURANCE  CORPORATION:  $6,376,000  appropriated  (a  decrease  of 
$700  below  1960).  Act  also  provides  that  not  to  exceed  $2,630,000  (increase 
of  $300,000)  of  administrative  and  operating  expenses  may  be  paid  from 
premium  income. 

RURAL  ELECTRIFICATION  ADMINISTRATION:  Loan  authorizations  -  $190,000,000 
consisting  of  $110,000,000  for  electrification  loans  (decrease  of  $26,000,000), 
and  $80,000,000  for  telephone  loans  (decrease  of  $24,000,000).  In  addition, 
a  $60,000,000  contingency  fund  was  authorized  for  each  program  (increase  of 
$35,000,000).  Salaries  and  expenses  -  $9,632,000  appropriated  (same  as 
1960) . 

FARMERS  HOME  ADMINISTRATION:  Loan  authorizations  -  $227,000,000,  consist¬ 
ing  of  $26,900,000  for  farm  ownership  loans  (same  as  1960),  $197,100,000  for 
farm  operating  loans  (same  as  1960)  and  $3,000,000  for  soil  and  water  conser¬ 
vation  (increase  of  $1,000,000).  In  addition,  a  $40,000,000  contingency  fund 
was  authorized  (increase  of  $20,000,000),  of  which  not  to  exceed  $5,000,000 
may  be  used  for  farm  ownership  loans  and  the  balance  for  farm  operating  loans. 
Salaries  and  expenses  -  $31,050,000  appropriated  (increase  of  $305,250). 
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HIGHLIGHTS:  House  committee  reported  agricultural  appropriation  bill.  Senate 
agreed  to  House  amendment  to  depressed  a-reaXbill,  House  received  conference  re¬ 
port  on  mutual  security  authorization  bill.  K^p.  Cooley  introduced  administration's 
bill  to  amend  Public  Law  480,  and  usqf"  charges  o^ll. 


HOUSE 


AGRICULTURAL  APPROPRIATION  BILL  FOR  1961.  The  Appropriations  Committee  reported 
without  amendment  this  bill,  H.  R.  12117  (H.  Rept.  1592).  (Attached  to  this 
digest  is  a  copy  of  the  Committee  report,  at  the  end  of  which  is  included  a 
summary  table  reflecting  committee  action  on  the  bill.)  p.  9067 


MUTUAL  SECURITY;  FOREIGN  AID.  Received  the  conference  report  on  H.  R.  11510, 
the  mutual  security /authorization  bill  (H.  Rept.  1593)  (pp.  &030-6).  The  action 
of  the  conferees  p/ovided  as  follows  on  certain  items  in  disagreement:  author¬ 
ized,  for  1  year^/the  use  of  surplus  agricultural  commodities  orha  grant  basis 
to  meet  the  requirements  of  needy  people  and  to  promote  economic  development  in 
underdeveloped/areas;  authorized  the  payment  of  transportation  chafes  t0  points 
of  entry  in  Landlocked  countries  for  shipments  under  the  Mutual  SecuXby  Act  or 
titles  II  ajrta  III  of  Public  Law  480;  authorized  loans  of  foreign  currehces  to 
small  fayn  operators  in  foreign  countries  to  assist  in  improving  agricultural 
methods  and  techniques;  provided  that  "insofar  as  practicable"  land  and  wafer 
resource  projects  in  foreign  countries  be  examined  by  qualified  engineers 
nancedr  under  the  Mutual  Security  Act  in  accordance  with  the  general  procedure 
presjeiribed  in  Circular  A-47  of  the  Budget  Bureau;  deleted  a  proposed  Senate 
amendment  which  would  have  amended  Public  Law  174,  79th  Congress,  so  as  to 


strike  out  the  $3  million  limitation  on  the  annual  U.  S.  contribution  to  tjafe 
FoW  and  Agriculture  Organization;  and  provided  that  the  President  shall  have 
a  scbuiy  made  of  the  functions  of,  and  the  degree  of  coordination  among-/ 
agencies  engaged  in  foreign  economic  activities,  including  the  Department  or 
State, \he  Development  Loan  Fund,  the  Export -Import  Bank,  and  the  Department 
of  Agriculture.  See  Digests  75  and  77  for  a  summary  of  other  items/of  interest, 


3.  ATOMIC  ENERG: 
for  the  Atom! 
Digest  71.) 


Passed  without  amendment  H0  R«  11713,  authcrizing/appropriat~ons 
Energy  Commission,  pp.  9037-56  (For  a  summary  pi  this  bill  see 


4.  AREA  REDEVELOPMENT  Several  Representatives  urged  the  President  to  sign  S 
the  depressed  area\  bill.  ppc  9058-62 

Rep.  Bow  expressed  his  hope  that  the  President  would/veto  S.  722,  and  that 
a  bill  providing  $53/S0G,000  would  be  submitted  and  enacted  in  its  place, 
pp.  9062-3 


722, 


5.  PERSONNEL.  Rep.  Lesinski  Urged  support  for  his  Hou4e  Resolution  522  which 

"provides  for  a  special  investigation  and  study  pm.  the  employment,  utilization. 


and  retention  of  older  worke\ln  the  Federal  Government."  p.  9064 


6.  FARM  PROGRAM.  Rep.  Flynn  discussed  the  problem  of  farm  surpluses,  stating  "the 
cheapest  and  easiest  way  of  solving  the  problem  of  over-productivity  and  surplus 
...  is  to  remove  from  production,  Ni  suffi^ent  number  of  acres  to  accomplish 
this  result."  He  also  inserted  the\tex^/of  his  bill  H.  R.  12005,  which  he  says 
will  accomplish  this.  pp.  9064-6 


7.  ADJOURNED  until  Mon.,  May  9.  p.  906] 

SENATE 


8.  DEPRESSED  AREAS.  By  a  vote  of  45  to  32,  agree'd  to  the  House  amendment  to  S.  722, 
to  establish  an  effective  program  to  alleviate/conditions  of  substantial  and 
persistent  unemployment  anc/underemployraent  in  certain  economically  depressed 
areaP (pp.  8983-9002).  ThLs  bill  will  now  be  sent\to  the  President.  See 
Digest  81  for  a  summary  pi  the  provisions  of  the  brs^l  as  agreed  to. 


SUGAR;  TOBACCO.  Sen.  Frear  referred  to  a  statement  by\Rep.  Levering  that  "the 
Philippines  had  beery  denied  increases  in  its  sugar  quora  because  of  its  ban  on 
American  tobacco,  While  no  such  action  had  been  taken  against  Cuba,"  urged  an 
increase  in  sugar/ quota  for  the  Philippines,  and  inserted^everal  items  dis¬ 
cussing  this  master,  pp.  9019-20 


10.  NATURAL  RESOURCES.  Sen.  O'Mahoney  commended  the  service  of  Setk  Murray,  stat¬ 
ing  that  he  "has  always  labored  for  the  development  of  the  resources  of  our 
great  West/ --  the  water,  the  soil,  the  timber,  the  oil  and  other  minerals, 
pp.  9008? 


t» 


11.  LEGISLATIVE  PROGRM.  Sen.  Johnson  commended  recent  accomplishments  oTthe 

Senqte,  and  listed  legislation  to  be  considered  before  Congress  adjourns,  in¬ 
cluding  a  farm  bill,  medical  assistance  for  the  aged.  Federal  pay  raiseN^ill. 
iusing  bill,  and  social  security  bill.  pp.  9013-4 


12. /ADJOURNED  until  Mon.,  May  9.  p.  9027 


86th  CONGRESS 
2d  Session 


Union  Calendar  No.  692 

H.  R.  12117 

[Report  No.  1592] 


IN  THE  HOUSE  OE  REPRESENTATIVES 

May  6,  1960 

Mr.  Whitten,  from  the  Committee  on  Appropriations,  reported  the  following- 
bill  ;  which  was  committed  to  the  Committee  of  the  Whole  House  on  the 
State  of  the  Union  and  ordered  to  be  printed 


A  BILL 

Making  appropriations  for  the  Department  of  Agriculture  and 
Farm  Credit  Administration  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June 
30,  1961,  and  for  other  purposes. 

1  Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Bepresenta- 

2  tives  of  the  United  States  of  America  in  Congress  assembled, 

3  That  the  following  sums  are  appropriated,  out  of  any  money 

4  in  the  Treasury  not  otherwise  appropriated,  for  the  Depart- 

5  ment  of  Agriculture  and  Farm  Credit  Administration  for 

6  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1961;  namely: 
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DEPARTMENT  OE  AGRICULTURE 
TITLE  I— REGULAR  ACTIVITIES 
Agricultural  Research  Service 

SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 

Eor  expenses  necessary  to  perform  agricultural  research 
relating  to  production,  utilization,  and  home  economics,  to 
control  and  eradicate  pests  and  plant  and  animal  diseases, 
and  to  perform  related  inspection,  quarantine  and  regulatory 
work,  and  meat  inspection:  Provided,  That  not  to  exceed 
$75,000  of  the  appropriations  hereunder  shall  be  available 
for  employment  pursuant  to  the  second  sentence  of  section 
706(a)  of  the  Organic  Act  of  1944  (5  U.S.C.  574),  as 
amended  by  section  15  of  the  Act  of  August  2,  1946  (5 
U.S.C.  55a)  :  Provided  further,  That  appropriations  here¬ 
under  shall  be  available  for  the  operation  and  maintenance 
of  aircraft  and  the  purchase  of  not  to  exceed  two,  of  which 
one  shall  be  for  replacement  only:  Provided  further,  That 
appropriations  hereunder  shall  he  available  pursuant  to  title 
5,  United  States  Code,  section  565a,  for  the  construction, 
alteration,  and  repair  of  buildings  and  improvements,  but 
unless  otherwise  provided,  the  cost  of  constructing  any  one 
building  (except  headhouses  connecting  greenhouses)  shall 
not  exceed  $15,000,  except  for  five  buildings  to  be  con¬ 
structed  or  improved  at  a  cost  not  to  exceed  $30,000  each, 
and  the  cost  of  altering  any  one  building  during  the  fiscal 
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year  shall  not  exceed  $5,000  or  5  per  centum  of  the  cost 
of  the  building,  whichever  is  greater: 

Research:  For  research  and  demonstrations  on  the 
production  and  utilization  of  agricultural  products,  home 
economics,  and  related  research  and  services,  including 
administration  of  payments  to  State  agricultural  experiment 
stations,  $67,934,000:  Provided,  That  the  limitations  con¬ 
tained  herein  shall  not  apply  to  replacement  of  buildings 
needed  to  carry  out  the  Act  of  April  24,  1948  (21  U.S.C. 
113a),  or  to  not  to  exceed  $1,000,000  to  remain  available 
until  expended  for  the  construction  and  alteration  of  build¬ 
ings:  Provided  further,  That  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture 
may  sell  the  Entomology  Research  Laboratory  at  Orlando, 
Florida,  in  such  manner  and  upon  such  terms  and  conditions 
as  he  deems  advantageous  and  the  proceeds  of  such  sale  shall 
remain  available  until  expended  for  the  establishment  of  an 
entomology  research  laboratory:  Provided  further,  That  in 
the  establishment  of  such  laboratory  the  Secretary  may 
acquire  land  therefor  by  donation  or  exchange; 

Plant  and  animal  disease  and  pest  control:  For  opera¬ 
tions  and  measures,  not  otherwise  provided  for,  to  control 
and  eradicate  pests  and  plant  and  animal  diseases  and  for 
carrying  out  assigned  inspection,  quarantine,  and  regulatory 
activities,  as  authorized  by  law,  including  expenses  pursuant 
to  the  Act  of  February  28,  1947  (21  U.S.C.  1 14b— d ) , 
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$52,011,000,  of  which  $1,500,000  shall  be  apportioned  for 
use  pursuant  to  section  3679  of  the  Revised  Statutes,  as 
amended,  for  the  control  of  outbreaks  of  insects  and  plant 
diseases  to  the  extent  necessary  to  meet  emergency 
conditions ; 

Meat  inspection:  For  carrying  out  the  provisions  of 
laws  relating  to  Federal  inspection  of  meat,  and  meat-food 
products,  and  the  applicable  provisions  of  the  laws  relating 
to  process  or  renovated  butter,  $21,562,000; 

Special  fund:  To  provide  for  additional  labor  to  be  em¬ 
ployed  under  contracts  and  cooperative  agreements  to 
strengthen  the  work  at  research  installations  in  the  field,  not 
more  than  $1,000,000  of  the  amount  appropriated  under 
this  head  for  the  fiscal  year  1960  may  be  used  by  the  Ad¬ 
ministrator  of  the  Agricultural  Research  Service  in  depart¬ 
mental  research  programs  in  the  fiscal  year  1961,  the  amount 
so  used  to  be  transferred  to  and  merged  with  the  appro¬ 
priation  otherwise  available  under  “Salaries  and  expenses, 
Research”. 

SALARIES  AND  EXENSES  (SPECIAL  FOREIGN  CURRENCY 

PROGRAM) 

For  purchase  of  foreign  currencies  which  accrue  under 
title  I  of  the  Agricultural  Trade  Development  and  Assistance 
Act  of  1954,  as  amended  (7  U.S.O.  1704),  for  market  de¬ 
velopment  research  authorized  by  section  104(a),  and  for 
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agricultural  and  forestry  research  authorized  by  section 
104  (k)  of  that  Act,  to  remain  available  until  expended, 
$15,131,000  :  Provided,  That  the  dollar  value  of  the  unex¬ 
pended  balances,  as  of  June  30,  1960,  of  allocations  of 
foreign  currencies  heretofore  made  available  to  the  Agri¬ 
cultural  Eesearch  Service  for  the  foregoing  purposes  of  sec¬ 
tion  104(a)  is  appropriated  as  of  that  date  and  shall  be 
merged  with  this  appropriation :  Provided  further,  that  funds 
appropriated  herein  shall  be  used  to  purchase  such  foreign 
currencies  as  the  Department  determines  are  needed  and 
can  be  used  most  effectively  to  carry  out  the  purposes  of  this 
paragraph,  and  such  foreign  currencies  shall,  pursuant  to 
the  provisions  of  section  104  (a) ,  he  set  aside  for  sale  to  the 
Department  before  foreign  currencies  which  accrue  under 
said  title  I  are  made  available  for  other  United  States  uses. 

STATE  EXPERIMENT  STATIONS 
Payments  to  States  and  Puerto  Rico:  Por  payments 
to  agricultural  experiment  stations  to  carry  into  effect  the 
provisions  of  the  Hatch  Act,  approved  March  2,  1887,  as 
amended  by  the  Act  approved  August  11,  1955  (7  U.S.C. 
361a— 361i) ,  including  administration  by  the  United  States 
Department  of  Agriculture,  $31,053,000;  and  payments 
authorized  under  section  204  (b)  of  the  Agricultural  Mar¬ 
keting  Act,  the  Act  approved  August  14,  1946  (7  U.S.C. 
1623) ,  $500,000;  in  all,  $31,553,000. 


1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 


G 


Penalty  mail:  Por  penalty  mail  costs  of  agricultural 
experiment  stations  under  section  6  of  the  Hatch  Act  of 
1887,  as  amended,  $250,000. 

DISEASES  OF  ANIMALS  AND  POULTRY 
Eradication  activities:  For  expenses  necessary  in  the 
arrest  and  eradication  of  foot-and-mouth  disease,  rinderpest, 
contagious  pleuropneumonia,  or  other  contagious  or  infectious 
diseases  of  animals,  or  European  fowl  pest  and  similar  dis¬ 
eases  in  poultry,  and  for  foot-and-mouth  disease  and  rinder¬ 
pest  programs  undertaken  pursuant  to  the  provisions  of  the 
Act  of  February  28,  1947,  and  the  Act  of  May  29,  1884, 
as  amended  (7  U.S.C.  391;  21  U.S.C.  111-122),  including 
expenses  in  accordance  with  section  2  of  said  Act  of  Febru¬ 
ary  28,  1947,  the  Secretary  may  transfer  from  other  ap- 

.5 

propriations  or  funds  available  to  the  bureaus,  corporations, 
or  agencies  of  the  Department  such  sums  as  he  may  deem 
necessary,  to  be  available  only  in  an  emergency  which 
threatens  the  livestock  or  poultry  industry  of  the  country, 
and  any  unexpended  balances  of  funds  transferred  under 
this  head  in  the  next  preceding  fiscal  year  shall  be  merged 
with  such  transferred  amounts:  Provided,  That  this  appropri¬ 
ation  shall  be  subject  to  applicable  provisions  contained  in  the 
item  '‘Salaries  and  expenses,  Agricultural  Research  Service”. 
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Extension  Service 

COOPERATIVE  EXTENSION  WORK,  PAYMENTS  AND  EXPENSES 
Payments  to  States  and  Puerto  Rico:  For  payments 
for  cooperative  agricultural  extension  work  under  the  Smith- 
Lever  Act,  as  amended  by  the  Act  of  June  26,  1953  (7 
U.S.O.  341-348),  and  the  Act  of  August  11,  1955  (7 
U.S.C.  347a),  $54,220,000;  and  payments  and  contracts 
for  such  work  under  section  204(h) -205  of  the  Agricul¬ 
tural  Marketing  Act  of  1946  (7  U.S.O.  1623-1624), 

$1,495,000;  in  all,  $55,715,000:  Provided ,  That  funds 

* 

hereby  appropriated  pursuant  to  section  3  (c)  of  the  Act 
of  June  26,  1953,  shall  not  he  paid  to  any  State  or  Puerto 
Rico  prior  to  availability  of  an  equal  sum  from  non-Federal 
sources  for  expenditure  during  the  current  fiscal  year:  Pro¬ 
vided  further,  That  all  of  the  additional  funds  provided  herein 
shall  he  used  to  meet  expenses  at  the  county  level. 

Retirement  costs  for  extension  agents:  For  cost  of  em¬ 
ployer’s  share  of  Federal  retirement  for  cooperative  exten¬ 
sion  employees,  $5,875,000. 

Penalty  mail:  For  costs  of  penalty  mail  for  cooperative 
extension  agents  and  State  extension  directors,  $2,490,000. 
Federal  Extension  Service:  For  administration  of  the 
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Smith-Lever  Act,  as  amended  by  the  Act  of  June  26,  1953 
(7  U.S.C.  341-348),  and  the  Act  of  August  11,  1955  (7 
U.S.O.  347a) ,  and  extension  aspects  of  the  Agricultural 
Marketing  Act  of  1946  (7  U.S.C.  1621-1627),  and  to 
coordinate  and  provide  program  leadership  for  the  exten¬ 
sion  work  of  the  Department  and  the  several  States 
and  insular  possessions,  $2,255,000. 

Farmer  Cooperative  Service 
SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 

For  necessary  expenses  to  carry  out  the  Act  of  July  2, 
1926  (7  U.S.C.  451-457),  $620,000. 

Soil  Conservation  Service 

CONSERVATION  OPERATIONS 
For  necessary  expenses  for  carrying  out  the  provisions 
of  the  Act  of  April  27,  1935  (16  U.S.C.  590a-590f) ,  in¬ 
cluding  preparation  of  conservation  plans  and  establishment 
of  measures  to  conserve  soil  and  water  (including  farm 
irrigation  and  land  drainage  and  such  special  measures  as 
may  be  necessary  to  prevent  floods  and  the  siltation  of 
reservoirs)  ;  operation  of  conservation  nurseries;  classifica¬ 
tion  and  mapping  of  soils;  dissemination  of  information; 
purchase  and  erection  or  alteration  of  permanent  buildings; 
and  operation  and  maintenance  of  aircraft,  $83,132,000: 
Provided ,  That  the  cost  of  any  permanent  building  pur¬ 
chased,  erected,  or  as  improved,  exclusive  of  the  cost 
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of  constructing  a  water  supply  or  sanitary  system  and 
connecting  the  same  to  any  such  building  and  with  the  ex¬ 
ception  of  buildings  acquired  in  conjunction  with  land  being 
purchased  for  other  purposes,  shall  not  exceed  $2,500,  ex¬ 
cept  for  eight  buildings  to  be  constructed  or  improved  at  a 
cost  not  to  exceed  $15,000  per  building  and  except  that 
alterations  or  improvements  to  other  existing  permanent 
buildings  costing  $2,500  or  more  may  he  made  in  any  fiscal 
year  in  an  amount  not  to  exceed  $500  per  building:  Pro¬ 
vided  further,  That  no  part  of  this  appropriation  shall  be 
available  for  the  construction  of  any  such  building  on  land 
not  owned  by  the  Government:  Provided  further,  That 
no  part  of  this  appropriation  may  be  expended  for  soil  and 
water  conservation  operations  under  the  Act  of  April  27, 
1935  (16  U.S.C.  590a-590f) ,  in  demonstration  projects: 
Provided  further,  That  not  to  exceed  $5,000  may  be  used 
for  employment  pursuant  to  the  second  sentence  of  section 
706(a)  of  the  Organic  Act  of  1944  (5  U.S.O.  574),  as 
amended  by  section  15  of  the  Act  of  August  2,  1946  (5 
U.S.C.  55a)  :  Provided  further,  That  qualified  local  engi¬ 
neers  may  be  temporarily  employed  at  per  diem  rates  to 
perform  the  technical  planning  work  of  the  service:  Pro¬ 
vided  further,  That  not  to  exceed  $600,000  of  the  amount 
appropriated  under  this  head  for  fiscal  year  1960  may  be 
H.  R.  12117 - 2 
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used  to  employ  conservation  aides  and  other  nonprofessional 
personnel  on  a  part-time  or  contract  basis,  and  the  amount 
so  used  may  be  transferred  to  and  merged  with  this  appro¬ 
priation. 

WATERSHED  PROTECTION 

For  expenses  necessary  to  conduct  surveys,  investiga¬ 
tions,  and  research  and  to  carry  out  preventive  measures, 
including,  hut  not  limited  to,  engineering  operations,  meth¬ 
ods  of  cultivation,  the  growing  of  vegetation,  and  changes  in 
use  of  land,  in  accordance  with  the  Watershed  Protection 
and  Flood  Prevention  Act,  approved  August  4,  1954,  as 
amended  (16  U.S.O.  1001-1008),  and  the  provisions  of 
the  Act  of  April  27,  1935  (16  U.S.C.  590a-f) ,  to  remain 
available  until  expended,  $32,000,000,  with  which  shall  be 
merged  the  unexpended  balances  of  funds  heretofore  appro¬ 
priated  or  transferred  to  the  Department  for  watershed  pro¬ 
tection  purposes:  Provided,  That  not  to  exceed  $100,000 
may  be  used  for  employment  pursuant  to  the  second  sentence 
of  section  706(a)  of  the  Organic  Act  of  1944  (5  U.S.C. 
574),  as  amended  by  section  15  of  the  Act  of  August  2, 
1946  (5  U.S.O.  55a) . 

FLOOD  PREVENTION 

For  expenses  necessary,  in  accordance  with  the  Flood 
Control  Act,  approved  June  22,  1936  (33  U.S.C.  701- 
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709),  as  amended  and  supplemented,  and  the  Watershed 
Protection  and  Elood  Prevention  Act,  approved  August  4, 
1954,  as  amended  (16  U.S.O.  1001-1008,  Stat.  ), 
and  in  accordance  with  the  provisions  of  laws  relating  to  the 
activities  of  the  Department,  to  perform  works  of  improve¬ 
ment,  including  not  to  exceed  $100,000  for  employment 
pursuant  to  the  second  sentence  of  section  706(a)  of  the 
Organic  Act  of  1944  (5  U.S.C.  574) ,  as  amended  hy  section 
15  of  the  Act  of  August  2,  1946  (5  U.S.O.  55a) ,  to  remain 
available  until  expended,  $18,000,000,  with  which  shall 
be  merged  the  unexpended  balances  of  funds  heretofore 
appropriated  or  transferred  to  the  Department  for  flood  pre¬ 
vention  purposes :  Provided,  That  no  part  of  such  funds  shall 
be  used  for  the  purchase  of  lands  in  the  Yazoo  and  Little 
Tallahatchie  watersheds  without  specific  approval  of  the 
county  board  of  supervisors  of  the  county  in  which  such  lands 
are  situated. 

GREAT  PLAINS  CONSERVATION  PROGRAM 
Eor  necessary  expenses  to  carry  into  effect  a  program 
of  conservation  in  the  Great  Plains  area,  pursuant  to  section 
16(b)  of  the  Soil  Conservation  and  Domestic  Allotment 
Act,  as  added  by  the  Act  of  August  7,  1956  (16  U.S.C. 
590p) ,  $10,000,000,  to  remain  available  until  expended. 
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Agricultural  Conservation  Program  Service 

AGRICULTURAL  CONSERVATION  PROGRAM 
For  necessary  expenses  to  carry  into  effect  the  pro¬ 
gram  authorized  in  sections  7  to  15,  16(a),  and  17  of  the 
Soil  Conservation  and  Domestic  Allotment  Act,  approved 
February  29,  1936,  as  amended  (16  U.S.C.  590g-590(o), 
590p  (a) ,  and  590q) ,  including  not  to  exceed  $6,000  for  the 
preparation  and  display  of  exhibits,  including  such  displays 
at  State,  interstate,  and  international  fairs  within  the  United 
States,  $242,000,000,  to  remain  available  until  December  81 
of  the  next  succeeding  fiscal  year  for  compliance  with  the 
program  of  soil-building  and  soil-  and  water-conserving 
practices  authorized  under  this  head  in  the  Department  of 
Agriculture  and  Farm  Credit  Administration  Appropriation 
Act,  1960,  carried  out  during  the  period  July  1,  1959,  to 
December  31,  1960,  inclusive:  Provided,  That  not  to  exceed 
$26,832,950  of  the  total  sum  provided  under  this  head  shall 
be  available  during  the  current  fiscal  year  for  administrative 
expenses  for  carrying  out  such  program,  the  cost  of  aerial 
photographs,  however,  not  to  be  charged  to  such  limitation; 
but  not  more  than  $5,458,900  shall  be  transferred  to  the 
appropriation  account  “Administrative  expenses,  section 
392,  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of  1938”:  Provided  fur¬ 
ther,  That  none  of  the  funds  herein  appropriated  shall  be  used 
to  pay  the  salaries  or  expenses  of  any  regional  information 
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employees  or  ai^  State  information  employees,  but  this  shall 
not  preclude  the  answering  of  inquiries  or  supplying  of  in¬ 
formation  at  the  county  level  to  individual  fanners:  Pro¬ 
vided  further,  That  such  amounts  shall  he  available  for  ad¬ 
ministrative  expenses  in  connection  with  the  formulation  and 
administration  of  the  1961  program  of  soil-building  and 
soil-  and  water-conserving  practices,  under  the  Act  of 
February  29,  1936,  as  amended  (amounting  to  $250,000,- 
000,  including  administration,  and  no  participant  shall  re¬ 
ceive  more  than  $2,500,  except  where  the  participants  from 
two  or  more  farms  or  ranches  join  to  carry  out  approved 
practices  designed  to  conserve  or  improve  the  agricultural 
resources  of  the  community)  :  Provided  further,  That  no 
change  shall  be  made  in  such  1961  program  which  will  have 
the  effect  in  any  county  of  restricting  eligibility  requirements 
or  cost-sharing  on  practices  included  in  either  the  1958  or 
the  1959  programs,  unless  such  change  shall  have  been 
recommended  bv  the  county  committee  and  approved  by  the 
State  committee:  Provided  further,  That  the  proportion  of 
the  State  fund  initially  allocated  to  any  county  for  the  1961 
program  shall  not  be  reduced  from  the  distribution  of  such 
funds  for  the  1959  program  year:  Provided  further,  That 
not  to  exceed  5  per  centum  of  the  allocation  for  the  1961 
agricultural  conservation  program  for  any  county  may, 
on  the  recommendation  of  such  county  committee  and 
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approval  of  the  State  committee,  be  withheld  and 
allotted  to  the  Soil  Conservation  Service  for  services  of  its 
technicians  in  formulating  and  carrying  out  the  agricultural 
conservation  program  in  the  participating  counties,  and  shall 
not  be  utilized  by  the  Soil  Conservation  Service  for  any  pur¬ 
pose  other  than  technical  and  other  assistance  in  such 
counties,  and  in  addition,  on  the  recommendation  of  such 
county  committee  and  approval  of  the  State  committee,  not 
to  exceed  1  per  centum  may  be  made  available  to  any  other 
Federal,  State,  or  local  public  agency  for  the  same  purpose 
and  under  the  same  conditions:  Provided  further,  That  for 
the  1961  program  $2,500,000  shall  be  available  for 
technical  assistance  in  formulating  and  carrying  out  agricul¬ 
tural  conservation  practices  and  $1,000,000  shall  be  avail¬ 
able  for  conservation  practices  related  directly  to  flood  pre¬ 
vention  work  in  approved  watersheds:  Provided 
That  such  amounts  shall  be  available  for  the  purchase  of 
seeds,  fertilizers,  lime,  trees,  or  any  other  farming  material, 
or  any  soil-terracing  services,  and  making  grants  thereof  to 
agricultural  producers  to  aid  them  in  carrying  out  farming 
practices  approved  by  the  Secretary  under  programs  provided 
for  herein:  Provided  further,  That  no  part  of  any  funds 
available  to  the  Department,  or  any  bureau,  office,  corpora¬ 
tion,  or  other  agency  constituting  a  part  of  such  Department, 
shall  be  used  in  the  current  fiscal  year  for  the  payment  of 
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salary  or  travel  expenses  of  any  person  who  has  been  con¬ 
victed  of  violating  the  Act  entitled  “An  Act  to  prevent 
pernicious  political  activities”,  approved  August  2,  1939,  as 
amended,  or  who  has  been  found  in  accordance  with  the  pro¬ 
visions  of  title  18,  United  States  Code,  section  1913,  to  have 
violated  or  attempted  to  violate  such  section  which  prohibits 
the  use  of  Federal  appropriations  for  the  payment  of  personal 
services  or  other  expenses  designed  to  influence  in  an}r  man¬ 
ner  a  Member  of  Congress  to  favor  or  oppose  any  legislation 
or  appropriation  by  Congress  except  upon  request  of  any 
Member  or  through  the  proper  official  channels. 

Agricultural  Marketing  Service 

MARKETING  RESEARCH  AND  SERVICE 
For  expenses  necessary  to  carry  on  research  and  service 
to  improve  and  develop  marketing  and  distribution  relating 
to  agriculture  as  authorized  by  the  Agricultural  Marketing 
Act  of  1946  (7  U.S.C.  1621-1627)  and  other  laws,  includ¬ 
ing  the  administration  of  marketing  regulatory  acts  connected 
therewith:  Provided,  That  appropriations  hereunder  shall 
be  available  pursuant  to  5  U.S.C.  565a  for  the  construction, 
alteration,  and  repair  of  buildings  and  improvements,  but 
unless  otherwise  provided,  the  cost  of  erecting  any  one  build¬ 
ing  shall  not  exceed  $15,000,  except  for  two  buildings  to 
be  constructed  or  improved  at  a  cost  not  to  exceed  $30,000 
each,  and  the  cost  of  altering  any  one  building  during  the 
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fiscal  year  shall  not  exceed  $5,000  or  5  per  centum  of  the 
cost  of  the  building,  whichever  is  greater: 

Marketing  research  and  agricultural  estimates :  For 
research  and  development  relating  to  agricultural  marketing 
and  distribution,  for  analyses  relating  to  farm  prices,  income 
and  population,  and  demand  for  farm  products,  and  for  crop 
and  livestock  estimates,  $16,315,000:  Provided ,  That  not 
less  than  $350,000  of  the  funds  contained  in  this  appro¬ 
priation  shall  he  available  to  continue  to  gather  statistics 
and  conduct  a  special  study  on  the  price  spread  between 
the  farmer  and  the  consumer:  Provided  further,  That  no 
part  of  the  funds  herein  appropriated  shall  he  available  for 
any  expense  incident  to  publishing  estimates  of  apple  pro¬ 
duction  for  other  than  the  commercial  crop; 

Marketing  services:  For  services  relating  to  agricultural 
marketing  and  distribution,  for  carrying  out  regulatory  acts 
connected  therewith,  and  for  administration  and  coordina¬ 
tion  of  payments  to  States,  $26,838,000,  including  not  to 
exceed  $25,000  for  employment  at  rates  not  to  exceed  $50 
per  diem,  except  for  employment  in  rate  cases  at  not  to 
exceed  $100  per  diem  pursuant  to  the  second  sentence  of 
section  706  (a)  of  the  Organic  Act  of  1944  (5  U.S.C.  574) , 
as  amended  by  section  15  of  the  Act  of  August  2,  1946 
(5  U.S.O.  55a) ,  in  carrying  out  section  201  (a)  to  201  (d) , 
inclusive,  of  title  II  of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of 
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1938  (7  U.S.C.  1291)  and  section  203  (j)  of  the  Agri¬ 
cultural  Marketing  Act  of  1946:  Provided,  That  the  De¬ 
partment  is  hereby  authorized  and  directed  to  make  such 
inspection  of  poultry  products  processing  plants  as  it  deems 
essential  to  the  protection  of  public  health  and  to  permit  the 
use  of  appropriate  inspection  labels  where  it  determines 
from  such  inspection  that  such  plants  operate  in  a  manner 
which  protects  the  public  health,  and  not  less  than  $500,000 
shall  be  available  for  this  purpose. 

PAYMENTS  TO  STATES  AND  POSSESSIONS 
For  payments  to  departments  of  agriculture,  bureaus  and 
departments  of  markets,  and  similar  agencies  for  marketing 
activities  under  section  204(b)  of  the  Agricultural  Market¬ 
ing  Act  of  1946  (7  U.S.C.  1623  (b)  ) ,  $1,195,000. 

SCHOOL  LUNCH  PEOGEAM 

For  necessary  expenses  to  carry  out  the  provisions  of 
the  National  School  Lunch  Act  (42  U.S.C.  1751-1760) , 
$110,000,000:  Provided,  That  no  part  of  this  appropriation 
shall  be  used  for  nonfood  assistance  under  section  5  of  said 
Act:  Provided  further,  That  $45,000,000  shall  be  trans¬ 
ferred  to  this  appropriation  from  funds  available  under  sec¬ 
tion  32  of  the  Act  of  August  24,  1935,  for  purchase  and 
distribution  of  agricultural  commodities  and  other  foods 
pursuant  to  section  6  of  the  National  School  Lunch  Act. 

H.  R.  12117 - 3 
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Foreign  Agricultural  Service 

SALARIES  x\ND  EXPENSES 

For  necessary  expenses  for  the  Foreign  Agricultural 
Service,  including  carrying  out  title  VI  of  the  Agricultural 
Act  of  1954  (7  U.S.C.  1761-1768),  and  for  enabling  the 
Secretary  to  coordinate  and  integrate  activities  of  the  Depart¬ 
ment  in  connection  with  foreign  agricultural  work,  including 
not  to  exceed  $25,000  for  representation  allowances  and  for 
expenses  pursuant  to  section  8  of  the  Act  approved 
August  3,  1956  (7  U.S.C.  1766),  $4,447,000:  Provided, 
That  not  less  than  $400,000  of  the  funds  contained  in 
this  appropriation  shall  be  available  to  obtain  statistics 
and  related  facts  on  foreign  production  and  full  and 
complete  information  on  methods  used  by  other  countries 
to  move  farm  commodities  in  world  trade  on  a  competitive 
basis:  Provided  further,  That,  in  addition,  not  to  exceed 
$2,493,000  of  the  funds  appropriated  by  section  32  of  the 
Act  of  August  24,  1935,  as  amended  (7  U.S.O.  612c), 
shall  be  merged  with  this  appropriation  and  shall  be  avail¬ 
able  for  all  expenses  of  the  Foreign  Agricultural  Service 
in  carrying  out  the  purposes  of  said  section  32. 

SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES  (SPECIAL  FOREIGN  CURRENCY 

PROGRAM) 

For  purchase  of  foreign  currencies  which  accrue  under 
title  I  of  the  Agricultural  Trade  Development  and  Assistance 
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Act  of  1954,  as  amended  (7  U.S.C.  1704) ,  for  the  purposes 
of  market  development  activities  under  section  104(a)  of 
that  Act,  $13,621,000,  and  for  the  purposes  of  section  104 
(m)  of  that  Act,  relating  to  agricultural  and  horticultural 
fair  participation  and  related  activities,  $1,000,000,  to  re¬ 
main  available  until  expended:  Provided,  That  the  dollar 
value  of  the  unexpended  balances,  as  of  June  30,  1960,  of 
allocations  of  foreign  currencies  heretofore  made  available 
to  the  Foreign  Agricultural  Service  for  the  foregoing  pur¬ 
poses  of  such  sections  104  (a)  and  (m)  is  appropriated  as 
of  that  date  and  shall  be  merged  with  this  appropriation: 
Provided  further,  That  funds  appropriated  herein  shall  be 
used  to  purchase  such  foreign  currencies  as  the  Department 
determines  are  needed  and  can  be  used  most  effectively  to 
carry  out  the  purposes  of  this  paragraph,  and  such  foreign 
currencies  shall,  pursuant  to  the  provisions  of  section 

4 

104  (a) ,  be  set  aside  for  sale  to  the  Department  before  for¬ 
eign  currencies  which  accrue  under  said  title  I  are  made 
available  for  other  United  States  uses. 

Commodity  Exchange  Authority 

SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 

For  necessary  expenses  to  carry  into  effect  the  provisions 
of  the  Commodity  Exchange  Act,  as  amended  (7  U.S.C. 
l-17a) ,  $930,000. 
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Commodity  Stabilization  Service 

ACREAGE  ALLOTMENTS  AND  MARKETING  QUOTAS 
For  necessary  expenses  to  formulate  and  carry  out 
acreage  allotment  and  marketing  quota  programs  pursuant  to 
provisions  of  title  III  of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act 
of  1938,  as  amended  (7  U.S.C.  1301-1393),  $40,135,000, 
of  which  not  more  than  $6,934,400  shall  be  transferred  to 
the  appropriation  account  “Administrative  expenses,  section 
392,  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of  1938”. 

SUGAR  ACT  PROGRAM 

For  necessary  expenses  to  carry  into  effect  the  provi¬ 
sions  of  the  Sugar  Act  of  1948  (7  U.S.C.  1101-1161), 
$74,500,000,  to  remain  available  until  June  30  of  the  next 
succeeding  fiscal  year:  Provided,  That  expenditures  (includ¬ 
ing  transfers)  from  this  appropriation  for  other  than  pay¬ 
ments  to  sugar  producers  shall  not  exceed  $2,307,000. 

Conservation  Reserve  Program 
For  necessary  expenses  to  carry  out  a  conservation  re¬ 
serve  program  as  authorized  by  subtitles  B  and  C  of  the  Soil 
Bank  Act  (7  U.S.C.  1831-1837  and  1802-1814),  and  to 
carry  out  liquidation  activities  for  the  acreage  reserve  pro¬ 
gram,  to  remain  available  until  expended,  $310,000,000, 
with  which  may  be  merged  the  unexpended  balances  of 
funds  heretofore  appropriated  for  soil  bank  programs:  Pro¬ 
vided,  That  not  to  exceed  $12,000,000  shall  be  available 


1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 


21 


for  administrative  expenses,  of  which  not  less  than 
$10,000,000  may  he  transferred  to  the  appropriation 
account  “Local  administration,  section  388,  Agricultural 
Adjustment  Act  of  1938”:  Provided  further,  That  no  part 
of  these  fimds  shall  be  paid  on  any  contract  which  is  illegal 
under  the  law  due  to  the  division  of  lands  for  the  purpose 
of  evading  limits  on  annual  payments  to  participants. 

Federal  Crop  Insurance  Corporation 

OPERATING  AND  ADMINISTRATIVE  EXPENSES 
For  operating  and  administrative  expenses,  $6,376,000. 

Eural  Electrification  Administration 
To  carry  into  effect  the  provisions  of  the  Eural  Electri¬ 
fication  Act  of  1936,  as  amended  (7  TJ.S.O.  901-924),  as 
follows : 

LOAN  AUTHORIZATIONS 

For  loans  in  accordance  with  said  Act,  and  for  carrying 
out  the  provisions  of  section  7  thereof,  to  be  borrowed  from 
the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury  in  accordance  with  the  pro¬ 
visions  of  section  3  (a)  of  said  Act,  as  follows:  Eural  electri¬ 
fication  program,  $110,000,000;  and  rural  telephone  pro¬ 
gram,  $80,000,000;  and  additional  amounts,  not  to  exceed 
$50,000,000  for  each  program,  may  be  borrowed  under 
the  same  terms  and  conditions  to  the  extent  that  such  amount 
is  required  during  the  fiscal  year  1961  under  the  then  exist¬ 
ing  conditions  for  the  expeditious  and  orderly  development 
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of  the  rural  electrification  program  and  rural  telephone 
program. 

SALAEIES  AND  EXPENSES 

For  administrative  expenses,  including  not  to  exceed 
$500  for  financial  and  credit  reports,  and  not  to  exceed 
$150,000  for  employment  pursuant  to  the  second  sentence 
of  section  706(a)  of  the  Organic  Act  of  1944  (5  U.S.C. 
574),  as  amended  by  section  15  of  the  Act  of  August  2, 
1946  (5  U.S.C.  55a),  $9,632,000. 

Farmers  Home  Administration 

To  carry  into  effect  the  provisions  of  titles  I,  II,  and  the 
related  provisions  of  title  IV  of  the  Bankhead- Jones  Farm 
Tenant  Act,  as  amended  (7  U.S.C.  1000-1031)  ;  the 
Farmers  Home  Administration  Act  of  1946  (7  U.S.C.  1001, 
note;  31  U.S.C.  82h;  12  U.S.C.  371;  35  D.C.  Code  535; 
60  Stat.  1062-1080)  ;  the  Act  of  July  30,  1946  (40  U.S.C. 
436-439)  ;  the  Act  of  August  28,  1937,  as  amended  (16 
U.S.C.  590r-590x — 3) ,  for  the  development  of  facilities  for 
water  storage  and  utilization  in  the  arid  and  semiarid  areas 
of  the  United  States;  the  provisions  of  title  V  of  the  Hous¬ 
ing  Act  of  1949,  as  amended  (42  U.S.C.  1471-1483), 
relating  to  financial  assistance  for  farm  housing;  the  Rural 
Behabilitation  Corporation  Trust  Liquidation  Act,  approved 
May  3,  1950  (40  U.S.C.  440-444)  ;  the  items  “Loans  to 
farmers,  1948  flood  damage”  in  the  Act  of  June  25,  1948 
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(62  Stat.  1038) ,  and  “Loans  to  farmers,  property  damage” 
in  the  Act  of  May  24,  1949  (63  Stat.  82)  ;  the  collecting 
and  servicing  of  credit  sales  and  development  accounts  in 
water  conservation  and  utilization  projects  (53  Stat.  685, 
719) ,  as  amended  and  supplemented  (16  U.S.C.  590y,  z — 1 
and  z — 10)  ;  and  the  Act  to  direct  the  Secretary  of  Agricul¬ 
ture  to  convey  certain  mineral  interests,  approved  September 
6,  1950  (7  U.S.C.  1033-1039) ,  as  follows: 

LOAN  AUTHORIZATIONS 

For  loans  (including  payments  in  lieu  of  taxes  and  taxes 
under  section  50  of  the  Bankhead- Jones  Farm  Tenant  Act, 
as  amended,  and  advances  incident  to  the  acquisition  and 
preservation  of  security  of  obligations  under  the  foregoing 
several  authorities,  except  that  such  advances  under  title  V 
of  the  Housing  Act  of  1949,  as  amended,  shall  be  made  from 
funds  obtained  under  section  511  of  that  Act,  as  amended)  : 
Title  I  and  section  43  of  title  IV  of  the  Bankhead- Jones 
Farm  Tenant  Act,  as  amended,  $26,900,000,  of  which  not 
to  exceed  $2,500,000  may  be  distributed  to  States  and 
territories  without  regard  to  farm  population  and  prevalence 
of  tenancy,  in  addition  to  the  amount  otherwise  distributed 
thereto,  for  loans  in  reclamation  projects  and  to  entrymen 
on  unpatented  public  lands;  title  II  of  the  Bankhead- Jones 
Farm  Tenant  Act,  as  amended,  $197,100,000;  the  Act  of 
August  28,  1937,  as  amended,  $3,000,000:  Provided , 
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That  not  to  exceed  the  foregoing  several  amounts  shall  he 
borrowed  in  one  account  from  the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury 
in  accordance  with  the  provisions  set  forth  under  this  head 
in  the  Department  of  Agriculture  Appropriation  Act,  1952 : 
Provided  further,  That  an  additional  amount,  not  to  exceed 
$40,000,000,  may  he  borrowed  under  the  same  terms  and 
conditions  to  the  extent  that  such  amount  is  required  during 
fiscal  year  1961  under  the  then  existing  conditions  for  the 
expeditious  and  orderly  conduct  of  the  loan  programs  under 
the  Bankhead- Jones  Farm  Tenant  Act,  as  amended,  not  to 
exceed  $5,000,000  of  which  shall  be  available  for  loans 
under  title  I  and  section  43  of  title  IV  of  such  Act,  as 
amended. 

SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 

For  making,  servicing,  and  collecting  loans  and  insured 
mortgages,  the  servicing  and  collecting  of  loans  made  under 
prior  authority,  the  liquidation  of  assets  transferred  to  Farm¬ 
ers  Home  Administration,  and  other  administrative  expenses, 
$30,500,000,  together  with  a  transfer  of  not  to  exceed 
$1,000,000  of  the  fees  and  administrative  expense  charges 
made  available  by  subsections  (d)  and  (e)  of  section  12 
of  the  Bankhead-Jones  Farm  Tenant  Act,  as  amended 
(7  U.S.C.  1005(b)),  and  section  10(c)  of  the  Act  of 
August  28,  1937,  as  amended. 
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Office  of  the  General  Counsel 

SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 

For  necessary  expenses,  including  payment  of  fees  or 
dues  for  the  use  of  law  libraries  by  attorneys  in  the  field 
service,  $3,358,000. 

Office  of  the  Secretary 

SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 

For  expenses  of  the  Office  of  the  Secretary  of  Agricul¬ 
ture;  expenses  of  the  National  Agricultural  Advisory  Com¬ 
mission;  stationery,  supplies,  materials,  and  equipment; 
freight,  express,  and  drayage  charges;  advertising  of  bids, 
communication  service,  postage,  washing  towels,  repairs  and 
alterations,  and  other  miscellaneous  supplies  and  expenses  not 
otherwise  provided  for  and  necessary  for  the  practical  and 
efficient  work  of  the  Department  of  Agriculture,  $2,899,500 : 
Provided,  That  this  appropriation  shall  be  reimbursed  from 
applicable  appropriations  for  travel  expenses  incident  to  the 
holding  of  hearings  as  required  by  the  Administrative 
Procedure  Act  (5  U.S.C.  1001) . 

Office  of  Information 

SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 

For  necessary  expenses  of  the  Office  of  Information  for 
the  dissemination  of  agricultural  information  and  the  coordi¬ 
nation  of  informational  work  and  programs  authorized  by 
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Congress  in  the  Department,  $1,478,000,  of  which  total 
appropriation  not  to  exceed  $537,000  may  be  used  for 
farmers’  bulletins,  which  shall  be  adapted  to  the  inter¬ 
ests  of  the  people  of  the  different  sections  of  the  country, 
an  equal  proportion  of  four-fifths  of  which  shall  be  delivered 
to  or  sent  out  under  the  addressed  franks  furnished  by  the 
Senators,  Representatives,  and  Delegates  in  Congress,  as 
they  shall  direct  (7  U.S.C.  417),  and  not  less  than  one 
hundred  and  fifty-one  thousand  copies  for  the  use  of  the 
Senate  and  House  of  Representatives  of  part  2  of  the 
annual  report  of  the  Secretary  (known  as  the  Yearbook 
of  Agriculture)  as  authorized  by  section  73  of  the  Act  of 
January  12',  1895  (44  U.S.C.  241),  and  for  reprinting 
the  1959  yearbook  “Rood”  for  the  use  of  the  Senate  and 
House  of  Representatives,  respectively,  of  one  hundred  and 
sixteen  thousand  five  hundred  and  twenty-five  copies  (for 
which  not  to  exceed  $90,000  shall  be  available)  :  Provided, 
That  in  the  preparation  of  motion  pictures  or  exhibits  by 
the  Department,  not  exceeding  a  total  of  $10,000  may  be 
used  for  employment  pursuant  to  the  second  sentence  of 
section  706  (a)  of  the  Organic  Act  of  1944  (5  U.S.C.  574) , 
as  amended  by  section  15  of  the  Act  of  August  2,  1946 
(5  U.S.C.  55a). 
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Libraby 

SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 

For  necessary  expenses,  including  dues  for  library  mem¬ 
bership  in  societies  or  associations  which  issue  publications 
to  members  only  or  at  a  price  to  members  lower  than  to  sub¬ 
scribers  who  are  not  members,  $895,000. 

TITLE  II— CORPORATION S 
The  following  corporations  and  agencies  are  hereby 
authorized  to  make  such  expenditures,  within  the  limits  of 
funds  and  borrowing  authority  available  to  each  such  corpo¬ 
ration  or  agency  and  in  accord  with  law,  and  to  make  such 
contracts  and  commitments  without  regard  to  fiscal  year 
limitations  as  provided  by  section  104  of  the  Government 
Corporation  Control  Act,  as  amended,  as  may  be  necessary 
in  carrying  out  the  programs  set  forth  in  the  budget  for  the 
fiscal  year  1961  for  such  corporation  or  agency,  except  as 
hereinafter  provided : 

Federal  Crop  Insurance  Corporation  Fund 
Not  to  exceed  $2,630,000  of  administrative  and 
operating  expenses  may  be  paid  from  premium  income. 
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Commodity  Credit  Corporation 

RESTORATION  OF  CAPITAL  IMPAIRMENT 
To  partially  restore  the  capital  impairment  of  the  Com¬ 
modity  Credit  Corporation  determined  by  the  appraisals 
of  June  30,  1959,  and  June  30,  1960,  pursuant  to  section  1 
of  the  Act  of  March  8,  1938,  as  amended  (15  U.S.C. 
713a-l ) ,  $1,226,500,000. 

REIMBURSEMENT  TO  COMMODITY  CREDIT  CORPORATION 
FOR  COSTS  OF  SPECIAL  ACTIVITIES 
To  reimburse  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  for 
authorized  unrecovered  costs  through  June  30,  1960 
(including  interest  through  date  of  recovery),  as  follows: 

(1)  $32,572,000  under  the  International  Wheat  Agree¬ 
ment  Act  of  1949,  as  amended  (7  U.S.C.  1641-1642)  ; 

(2)  $107,094,000  for  commodities  disposed  of  for  emer¬ 
gency  famine  relief  to  friendly  peoples  pursuant  to  title  II 
of  the  Act  of  July  10,  1954,  as  amended  (7  U.S.C.  1703, 
1721-1724)  ;  (3)  $881,000,000  for  the  sale  of  surplus 
agricultural  commodities  for  foreign  currencies  pursuant  to 
title  I  of  the  Act  of  July  10,  1954,  as  amended  (7  U.S.C. 
1701-1709)  ;  (4)  $18,000  for  grain  made  available  to  the 
Secretary  of  the  Interior  to  prevent  crop  damage  by  migra¬ 
tory  waterfowl  pursuant  to  the  Act  of  July  3,  1956 
(7  U.S.C.  442-446)  ;  (5)  $422,950,000  for  strategic  and 
other  materials  acquired  by  the  Commodity  Credit  Corpo- 
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1  ration  as  a  result  of  barter  or  exchange  of  agricultural  com- 

2  modifies  or  products  and  transferred  to  the  supplemental 

3  stockpile  pursuant  to  Public  Law  540,  Eighty-fourth  Con- 

4  gress  (7  U.S.C.  1856)  :  Provided,  That  the  unexpended 

5  balances  of  funds  heretofore  provided  for  the  various  pur- 

6  poses  under  this  head  may  remain  available  until  expended 

7  for  the  purposes  for  which  appropriated  and  may  be  merged 

8  with  the  funds  provided  in  this  paragraph. 

9  LIMITATION  ON  ADMINISTRATIVE  EXPENSES 

10  Nothing  in  this  Act  shall  be  so  construed  as  to  prevent 

11  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  from  carrying  out  any 

12  activity  or  any  program  authorized  by  law :  Provided, 

13  That  not  to  exceed  $44,726,000  shall  be  available 
Id  for  administrative  expenses  of  the  Corporation:  Provided 
15  further,  That  $1,000,000  of  this  authorization  shall  be  avail- 
lb  able  only  to  expand  and  strengthen  the  sales  program  of 

17  the  Corporation  pursuant  to  authority  contained  in  the  Cor- 

18  poration’s  charter:  Provided  further,  That  not  less  than  7 

19  per  centum  of  this  authorization  shall  be  placed  in  reserve  to 

20  be  apportioned  pursuant  to  section  3679  of  the  Eevised 

21  Statutes,  as  amended,  for  use  only  in  such  amounts  and  at 

22  such  time  as  may  become  necessary  to  carry  out  program 

23  operations:  Provided  further,  That  all  necessary  expenses 
21  (including  legal  and  special  services  performed  on  a  con- 
25  tract  or  fee  basis,  but  not  including  other  personal  services) 
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in  connection  with  the  acquisition,  operation,  maintenance, 
improvement,  or  disposition  of  any  real  or  personal  prop¬ 
erty  belonging  to  the  Corporation  or  in  which  it  has  an 
interest,  including  expenses  of  collections  of  pledged  col¬ 
lateral,  shall  be  considered  as  nonadministrative  expenses  for 
the  purposes  hereof:  Provided  further,  That  no  part  of  these 
fimds  may  be  used  to  formulate  or  administer  a  program 
which  provides  for  reclassing  of  Commodity  Credit  Corpora¬ 
tion  cotton  after  time  of  sale  to  private  individuals 
or  organizations:  Provided  further,  (1)  That  no  part  of 
this  authorization  shall  be  used  to  formulate  or  cany  out 
a  price-support  program  for  1960  under  which  a  total  amount 
of  price  support  in  excess  of  $50,000  would  be  extended 
through  loans,  purchases,  or  purchase  agreements  made  or 
made  available  by  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  to  any 
person  on  the  1960  production  of  any  agricultural  com¬ 
modity  declared  by  the  Secretary  to  be  in  surplus  supply, 
unless  (a)  such  person  shall  reduce  his  production  of  such 
commodity  from  that  which  such  person  produced  the  pre¬ 
ceding  year,  in  such  percentage,  not  to  exceed  20  per  centum, 
as  the  Secretary  may  determine  to  be  essential  to  bring  pro¬ 
duction  in  line  within  a  reasonable  period  of  time  with  that 
necessary  to  provide  an  adequate  supply  to  meet  domestic 
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and  foreign  demands,  plus  adequate  reserves,  or  (b)  such 
person  shall  agree  to  repay  all  amounts  advanced  in  excess 
of  $50,000  for  any  agricultural  commodity  within  twelve 
months  from  the  date  of  the  advance  of  such  funds  or  at  such 
later  date  as  the  Secretary  may  determine,  (2)  that  the  term 
“person”  shall  mean  an  individual,  partnership,  firm,  joint- 
stock  company,  corporation,  association,  trust,  estate,  or 
other  legal  entity,  or  a  State,  political  subdivision  of  a  State, 
or  any  agency  thereof,  (3)  that  in  the  case  of  any  loan  to,  or 
purchase  from,  a  cooperative  marketing  organization,  or 
with  regard  to  price  support  on  an  agricultural  commodity 
extended  by  purchases  of  a  product  of  such  commodity  from, 
or  by  loans  on  such  product  to,  persons  other  than  the  pro¬ 
ducers  of  such  commodity,  such  limitation  shall  not  apply  to 
the  amount  of  price  support  received  by  the  cooperative 
marketing  organization,  or  other  persons,  but  the  amount  of 
price  support  made  available  to  any  person  through  such  co¬ 
operative  marketing  organization  or  other  persons  shall  be 
included  in  determining  the  amount  of  price  support  received 
by  such  person  for  purposes  of  such  limitation,  and  (4)  that 
the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  shall  issue  regulations  prescrib¬ 
ing  such  rules  as  he  determines  necessary  to  carry  out  this 
provision. 
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TITLE  III— RELATED  AGENCIES 
Farm  Credit  Administration 

LIMITATION  ON  ADMINISTRATIVE  EXPENSES 

Not  to  exceed  $2,480,000  (from  assessments  collected 
from  farm  credit  agencies)  shall  he  obligated  during  the 
current  fiscal  year  for  administrative  expenses. 

Federal  Earm  Mortgage  Corporation  Eund 
The  Federal  Farm  Mortgage  Corporation  is  authorized 
to  make  such  expenditures,  within  available  funds  and  in 
accordance  with  law,  as  may  he  necessary  to  liquidate  its 
assets:  Provided,  That  funds  realized  from  the  liquidation  of 
assets  which  are  determined  by  the  Board  of  Directors  to 
be  in  excess  of  the  requirements  for  expenses  of  liquidation 
shall  be  declared  as  dividends  which  shall  be  paid  into  the 
general  fund  of  the  Treasury. 

TITLE  IV— GENERAL  PROVISIONS 
Sec.  401.  Within  the  unit  limit  of  cost  fixed  by  law,  ap¬ 
propriations  and  authorizations  made  for  the  Department 
under  this  Act  shall  be  available  for  the  purchase,  in  addition 
to  those  specifically  provided  for,  of  not  to  exceed  three 
hundred  and  thirty-seven  passenger  motor  vehicles,  of  which 
three  hundred  and  thirty-two  shall  be  for  replacement  only, 
and  for  the  hire  of  such  vehicles. 

Sec.  402.  Provisions  of  law  prohibiting  or  restricting 
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1  the  employment  of  aliens  shall  not  apply  to  employment 

2  under  the  appropriation  for  the  Foreign  Agricultural  Service. 

3  Sec.  403.  Funds  available  to  the  Department  of  Agri- 

4  culture  shall  he  available  for  uniforms  or  allowances  therefor 

5  as  authorized  by  the  Act  of  September  1,  1954,  as  amended 

6  (5  U.S.O.  2131). 

7  Sec.  404.  No  part  of  the  funds  appropriated  by  this  Act 

8  shall  be  used  for  the  payment  of  any  officer  or  employee  of 

9  the  Department  who,  as  such  officer  or  employee,  or  on  be- 

10  half  of  the  Department  or  any  division,  commission,  or 

11  bureau  thereof,  issues,  or  causes  to  be  issued,  any  prediction, 

12  oral  or  written,  or  forecast,  except  as  to  damage  threatened 

13  or  caused  by  insects  and  pests,  with  respect  to  future  prices 

14  of  cotton  or  the  trend  of  same. 

15  Sec.  405.  Except  to  provide  materials  required  in  oi¬ 
ls  incident  to  research  or  experimental  work  where  no  suitable 

17  domestic  product  is  available,  no  part  of  the  funds  appropri- 

18  ated  by  this  Act  shall  be  expended  in  the  purchase  of  twine 

19  manufactured  from  commodities  or  materials  produced  out- 

20  side  of  the  United  States. 

21  Sec.  406.  Not  less  than  $1,500,000  of  the  appropriations 

22  of  the  Department  for  research  and  service  work  authorized 

23  by  the  Acts  of  August  14,  1946,  July  28,  1954,  and  Sep- 

24  tember  6,  1958  (7  U.S.O.  427,  1621-1629;  72  Stat.  1793) , 
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shall  be  available  for  contracting  in  accordance  with  said 
Acts. 

Sec.  407.  No  part  of  any  appropriation  contained  in 
this  Act  or  of  the  funds  available  for  expenditure  by  any  cor¬ 
poration  or  agency  included  in  this  Act  shall  be  used  for  pub¬ 
licity  or  propaganda  purposes  to  support  or  defeat  legislation 
pending  before  the  Congress. 

Sec.  408.  No  part  of  the  funds  appropriated  by  this 
Act  shall  be  used  to  pay  the  compensation  of  any  employee 
or  officer  of  the  Department,  except  the  Secretary  of  Agri¬ 
culture,  who,  in  addition  to  other  regularly  assigned  re¬ 
sponsibilities,  serves  as  a  member  of  the  board  of  directors 
or  as  an  officer  of  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  after 
February  1,  1961. 

This  Act  may  be  cited  as  the  “Department  of  Agricul¬ 
ture  and  Farm  Credit  Administration  Appropriation  Act, 
1961”. 
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86th  Congress  {  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES  j  Report 
2d  Session  )  {No.  1592 


DEPARTMENT  OF  AGRICULTURE  AND  FARM  CREDIT 
ADMINISTRATION  APPROPRIATION  BILL,  1961 


May  6,  1960. — Committed  to  the  Committee  of  the  Whole  House  on  the  State 
of  the  Union  and  ordered  to  be  printed 


Mr.  Whitten,  from  the  Committee  on  Appropriations,  submitted  the 

following 

REPORT 

[To  accompany  H.R.  121171 

The  Committee  on  Appropriations  submits  the  following  report  in 
explanation  of  the  accompanying  bill  making  appropriations  for  the 
Department  of  Agriculture  and  Farm  Credit  Administration  for  the 
fiscal  year  1961.  The  bill  covers  estimates  contained  in  the  1961 
Budget  on  pages  134-138  and  305-383. 

This  bill  provides  funds  for  the  general  operations  of  the  Depart¬ 
ment,  including  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  and  various  activ¬ 
ities  such  as  research,  extension,  soil  and  water  conservation,  loans, 
soil  bank,  and  administrative  services. 

The  estimates  considered  by  the  Committee  include  requested 
appropriations  of  $1,341,521,190  for  regular  activities,  $1,325,000,000 
for  restoration  of  capital  impairment  of  the  Commodity  Credit  Cor¬ 
poration,  and  $1,468,742,000  for  reimbursement  to  Commodity  Credit 
Corporation  for  various  special  activities  financed  by  that  organiza¬ 
tion,  such  as  Public  Law  480,  the  International  Wheat  Agreement 
and  famine  relief  to  friendly  countries.  The  bill  recommended  by 
the  Committee  for  1961  includes  a  total  of  $3,964,781,500  for  these 
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purposes,  a  reduction  of  $170,481,690  in  the  budget  requests.  A 
summary  of  the  Committee  action  is  as  follows: 


Item 

Budget  Request 

Recommended 
to  Bid 

Reduction 

$1,341,  521,190 

1, 325, 000, 000 

1,  468,  742, 000 

$1, 294, 647, 500 

1,  226, 500, 000 

1, 443, 634, 000 

-$46,873, 690 
-98, 500, 000 
-25, 108, 000 

4, 135, 263, 190 

3, 964,  781, 500 

-170, 481, 690 

Numerous  members  of  Congress  and  others  appeared  before  the 
Committee  in  support  of  increased  attention  with  regard  to  various 
activities  of  the  Department  of  Agriculture.  Some  of  these  proposals 
have  been  provided  for  in  the  accompanying  appropriation  bill. 
However,  all  could  not  be  specifically  provided  for  due  to  fund  limita¬ 
tions.  The  Department  is  requested  to  review  all  such  proposals  ^ 
contained  in  Part  4  of  the  hearing  record  and,  within  its  overall  l 
appropriations,  to  give  its  attention  to  these  needs. 

FARM  INCOME  AT  LOW  LEVEL 

The  records  of  the  Department  show  that  the  Federal  Government 
is  now  spending  far  more  in  the  name  of  agriculture  than  ever  before 
in  history,  and  yet  income  from  farming  in  1959,  including  soil  bank 
payments,  was  at  the  lowest  level  since  before  World  War  II.  This 
is  true,  despite  the  fact  that  national  income  has  increased  consistently 
each  year  and  per  capita  income  for  all  segments  of  the  population, 
other  than  agricultural  producers,  is  at  the  highest  level  in  the  history 
of  the  country. 

The  period  1932  to  1952 

The  farm  price  support  program  was  created  in  1933  to  preserve 
and  maintain  our  soil  resources,  to  give  the  farmers  suitable  purchasing 
power  and  to  provide  the  consumers  with  an  adequate  supply  of  food 
and  fiber.  By  1952  some  weaknesses  began  to  become  apparent  in 
the  laws  which  were  enacted  at  that  time.  The  government  had  an 
investment  of  some  2 ){  billion  dollars  in  commodities  in  1952  and  was  / 
incurring  some  one-lialf  billion  dollars  of  cost  per  year.  This  came 
about  because  of  overproduction. 

Several  factors  contributed  to  this  overproduction:  (1)  The  in¬ 
creased  knowledge  and  technical  know-how  of  farmers  who  were  able 
to  materially  increase  their  production  by  cultivating  each  acre; 

(2)  Lack  of  effective  means  of  controlling  production  due  to  an 
antiquated  system  of  acreage  controls  which  was  becoming  ineffective. 

Net  farm  income  was  $14.4  billion  per  year  in  1952. 

The  period  1953  to  1960 

Beginning  in  1953,  the  Department  of  Agriculture,  reflecting  the 
views  of  some  people,  insisted  that  changes  should  be  made  in  the 
program  then  in  effect.  Since  that  time,  the  following  "cures”  have 
been  offered,  tried,  and  from  the  record  found  wanting,  so  far  as 
solving  the  problem  is  concerned: 

(1)  Price  support  reductions  averaging  20  percent  were  made 
under  the  "flexible  price  support  plan.” 
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(2)  A  Soil  Bank  Program  was  created  to  curtail  production 
by  paying  farmers  not  to  farm. 

(3)  Public  Law  480  was  enacted  to  dispose  of  surpluses  by 
virtually  giving  them  away  overseas. 

(4)  Research  and  extension  appropriations  have  been  increased 
some  120  percent. 

(5)  Department  of  Agriculture  personnel  has  increased  about 
28  percent  and  appropriations  have  increased  around  300  percent. 

(6)  Production  controls  have  been  relaxed  as  price  support 
levels  have  been  lowered.  For  example,  the  removal  of  controls 
on  corn  production,  beginning  with  the  1959  crop,  has  resulted 
in  enormous  increases  in  acreage  harvested  and  volume  of  pro¬ 
duction. 

Detailed  discussion  of  each  of  these  points  appears  at  pages  4 
through  9  of  this  report. 


THE  RESULTS 

Most  of  these  so-called  cures  have  been  a  heavy  drain  on  the 
Treasury  and  have  provided  little  to  improve  the  deteriorating  farm 
situation,  which  will  grow  worse  if  the  present  course  is  followed. 

One  serious  result  has  been  the  impairment  of  purchasing  power  of 
rural  America.  Farm  income  has  dropped  from  $14.4  billion  in  1952 
to  $11.0  billion  in  1959,  a  24  percent  reduction.  The  effect  of  reduced 
prices  and  increased  costs  on  net  farm  income  during  this  period  is 
indicated  by  the  following  figures  from  the  records  of  the  Department 
shown  on  page  68,  Part  I,  1961  hearings: 


Prices  Re¬ 
ceived 

Prices  Paid 

Parity 

Ratio 

Net  income 
from  farming 
(billions  of 

(Index  based  on  1910-14) 

(percent) 

dollars) 

1952 _ _ _ _ 

288 

287 

100 

14.4 

1958 . . . . . . . 

250 

293 

85 

13.1 

1959 _ _ _ _ 

240 

298 

80 

11.0 

4cb  quarter,  1959 _ 

231 

297 

78 

10.9 

The  loss  of  this  purchasing  power  has  already  affected  not  only 
those  who  depend  on  farming  for  a  livelihood,  but  also  those  engaged 
in  banking,  merchandising,  industrial  production  and  other  business 
activities,  particularly  in  the  smaller  communities.  Since  those 
dependent  on  agricultural  income,  either  directly  or  indirectly,  repre¬ 
sent  an  important  market  for  goods  produced  in  the  urban  areas  of  the 
nation,  this  loss  of  farm  income  has  not  only  affected  the  economic 
welfare  of  farm  sections  of  the  nation,  but  if  allowed  to  continue  is 
bound  to  have  serious  effects  on  the  whole  nation. 

The  importance  of  American  Agriculture  as  a  market  for  the  nation’s 
goods  can  be  appreciated  when  it  is  realized  that  Agriculture  uses 
more  finished  steel  in  a  year  than  is  used  for  a  year’s  output  of  pas¬ 
senger  cars.  It  uses  more  petroleum  products  than  any  other  industry. 
It  uses  more  rubber  each  year  than  is  required  to  produce  tires  for  6 
million  automobiles.  It  is  one  of  the  nation’s  largest  users  of  electrical 
power.  Its  inventory  of  machinery  alone  exceeds  the  assets  of  the 
American  steel  industry  and  is  five  times  that  of  the  automobile 
industry. 
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It  has  been  reliably  estimated  that  each  dollar  of  farm  income 
produces  $7  of  income  throughout  the  rest  of  the  economy.  Thus,  it 
is  reasonable  to  assume  that  the  loss  of  $3.4  billion  of  farm  income  in 
1959,  as  compared  to  1952,  resulted  in  a  loss  of  domestic  markets 
worth  some  $24  billion  to  the  industrial  producers  of  the  nation  in  that 
one  year. 

Another  unfortunate  result  of  these  so-called  cures  has  been  the 
production  of  huge  surpluses  of  many  agricultural  commodities,  which 
have  served  to  depress  markets  generally  for  agricultural  products, 
and  have  been  a  great  economic  loss  to  the  United  States.  Figures 
furnished  by  the  Department,  as  set  forth  on  page  68,  Part  1,  1961 
hearings,  indicate  that  total  farm  output  has  increased  from  the  1952 
level  of  108  percent  of  the  base  period  1947-49  to  125  per  cent  in  1959. 
This  increase  in  production  of  17  per  cent,  which  has  created  the  sur¬ 
plus  problem,  has  to  a  considerable  degree  been  due  to  efforts  of 
farmers  to  offset  reduced  prices  by  increased  output.  This  has  placed 
an  additional  strain  on  the  fertility  of  the  nation’s  soil.  It  is  esti- 
mated  by  officials  of  the  Department  that  this  unneeded  production  (j 
has  cost  the  grain  farmers  over  $1  billion  in  extra  annual  production 
of  grain  alone. 

COSTS  TO  FEDERAL  TREASURY 

Seven  years  of  experimentation  with  reduced  price  supports,  out¬ 
moded  acreage  controls,  ineffective  soil  bank  programs,  and  costly 
overseas  disposals  under  Public  Law  480  has  placed  a  heavy  financial 
drain  on  all  segments  of  the  American  economy.  And  benefits  to  the 
farmer  have  been  less  than  those  received  by  other  groups  through 
these  programs. 

A  summary  of  these  tremendous  expenditures  resulting  from  exces¬ 
sive  production  while  trying  these  so-called  cures  since  1952,  follows: 


Billion 

Reduced  price  supports _  $8.  0 

Soil  bank  program _  4.  3 

Public  Law  480 _  13.  5 


Total - - -  25.  8 

Nearly  $3  billion  is  provided  in  the  bill  for  1961  to  meet  the  con¬ 
tinuing  cost  of  these  programs,  as  follows: 

Restoration  of  capital  impairment  of  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  Billion 

(Price  Support) - $1,226 

Conservation  Reserve  (Soil  Bank) _  .  310 

Reimbursements  to  CCC  for  cost  of  Public  Law  480  and  other  special 
activities _  1.  444 


Total  in  1961  Bill _  2.  980 


In  addition  to  these  heavy  expenditures,  the  appropriations  for  the 
other  programs  of  the  Department  have  increased  from  $827.5  million 
in  fiscal  year  1952  to  $1089.2  million  in  fiscal  year  1960,  an  increase  of 
nearly  32  percent. 

PRICE  SUPPORT  REDUCTIONS 

In  the  past  seven  years  price  supports  have  been  reduced  an  average 
of  20  percent.  These  drastic  reductions,  in  the  face  of  constantly 
rising  production  costs,  have  had  several  important  effects  on  the  farm 
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economy  of  the  nation.  First,  they  have  reduced  net  farm  income 
nearly  one-fourth  between  1952  and  1959.  Second,  they  have  created 
tremendous  surpluses  which  are  about  to  wreck  the  entire  farm 
program. 

As  has  been  pointed  out  each  year  by  many  members  of  this  Com¬ 
mittee,  farmers  tend  to  increase  their  production  as  farm  prices  are 
reduced,  in  an  effort  to  maintain  income  essential  to  meet  operating 
cost  and  living  expenses.  Experience  during  the  past  few  years 
has  disproven  the  theory  advocated  by  some  that  reduced  prices  will 
reduce  production.  The  records  of  the  Department  for  the  past 
seven  years  show  that  production  has  increased  at  about  the  same 
rate  that  price  supports  have  been  reduced. 

One  of  the  most  definite  indications  of  this  is  Commodity  Credit 
Corporation  holdings  which  have  increased  from  $2.5  billion  in  1952 
to  over  $9.2  billion  as  of  January  1960.  A  study  of  figures  appearing 
on  pages  373-387,  Part  3,  1961  hearings,  further  supports  this  point. 

The  total  cost  of  the  price  support  program  from  its  inception  in 
^1 932  through  1952  was  about  $2.6  billion.  With  lowered  price  sup¬ 
ports  and  increased  production,  the  Department  has  lost  another 
$8  billion  under  this  program  since  1952.  An  estimate  furnished  by 
the  Department  shows  that  price  support  on  surplus  feed  grains  alone 
cost  the  Government  some  $3.5  billion  in  price  support  investment 
and  $1.5  billion  in  carrying  charges  in  1959.  Figuring  farm  costs  of 
extra  production  at  50  percent  of  normal,  this  surplus  cost  the  farmer 
in  excess  of  $1  billion  to  produce  (page  754,  Part  3,  1961  hearings). 

SOIL  BANK  PROGRAM 

In  1955,  the  Soil  Bank  was  offered  as  a  solution.  Acreage  was 
rented  from  farmers  and  taken  out  of  production,  though  the  record 
shows  23  percent  had  not  been  in  production.  The  cost  of  the  Soil 
Bank  to  date,  including  funds  in  this  bill,  has  been  approximately 
$2.7  billion.  It  is  estimated  that  an  additional  $1.6  billion  will  be 
required  in  future  years  to  meet  long-term  conservation  reserve  com¬ 
mitments  entered  into  under  existing  legislation.  This  estimated 
total  cost  of  $4.3  billion  would  be  further  increased  if  this  program 
were  to  be  extended  beyond  the  present  year. 

I  The  production  records  of  the  Department  show  that  the  program 
nas  been  relatively  ineffective  in  bringing  production  in  line  with 
need  (pages  373-375,  Part  3,  1961  hearings).  There  seems  to  be  little 
benefit  from  this  program,  unless  considered  as  a  means  of  offsetting 
loss  of  farm  income  at  the  market  place.  The  past  record  proves 
conslusively  that  this  program  offers  no  future  solution  to  the  problem 
of  overproduction,  even  if  billions  of  dollars  are  spent  each  year. 

As  shown  by  the  Department’s  testimony,  2.6  million  farms  are 
classified  as  small  farms.  These  represent  56  percent  of  the  total 
farms  in  the  United  States,  which  include  about  275  million  acres,  but 
produce  only  9  percent  of  the  commercial  production.  Therefore,  if 
all  such  farms  were  removed  from  production  at  an  average  of  $10 
per  acre,  it  would  cost  $2,750,000,000.00  a  year  and  would  reduce 
production  only  9  percent — assuming  large  farms  did  not  offset  such 
reduction.  These  figures  cannot  be  misunderstood. 
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PUBLIC  LAW  480 


The  Agricultural  Trade  and  Development  Act,  Public  Law  480,  was 
proposed  as  a  means  of  disposing  of  the  surpluses  which  reduced  price 
supports  and  acreage  controls  had  failed  to  control.  Title  1  of  this 
law  provides  for  sales  for  foreign  currencies,  Title  II  authorizes  dona¬ 
tions  to  friendly  countries  to  meet  famines  and  other  disasters,  and 
Title  III  provides  for  barter  and  other  means  of  disposal.  It  is  to  be 
noted  that  the  Government  pays  the  full  costs  of  this  program  in 

American  dollars.  ...  ,  , 

It  was  adopted  by  Congress  with  serious  misgivings  on  the  part  ol 
many  people.  In  view  ol  the  fact  that  it  has  done  nothing  toward 
stopping  overproduction — in  fact  it  has  tended  to  postpone  the  time 
when  Congress  will  deal  with  that  problem— such  misgivings  appear 
to  have  been  fully  justified. 

This  program,  which  was  first  started  in  1954  as  an  outlet  for  sur¬ 
pluses,  has  developed  into  an  outlet  for  production  overflow  at  prac¬ 
tically  100  percent  cost  to  the  U.S.  Instead  of  correcting  the  situationfj 
it  lias  been  followed  by  more  and  more  surpluses. 

The  authorization  for  sales  to  foreign  governments  for  local  curren¬ 
cies  under  Title  I  has  expanded  tremendously  since  its  inception, 


as  follows: 


Total  au¬ 
thorization — 
billion 


July,  1954 - 

August  1955 - 

August  1956 - 

August  1957 - 

September  1958 
September  1959 


In  addition,  up  to  $1.4  billion  is  authorized  for  donations  under  Title 
II.  Title  III  costs  will  further  increase  this  amount,  although  exact 
figures  are  not  available.  Through  December,  1959  over  $2.9  billion 
of  commodities  have  been  donated  and  bartered  under  Title  HI. 
Thus  a  total  of  over  13.5  billion  American  dollars  has  been  authorized 
for  expenditure  since  1954  under  present  law.  Further  extensions 
of  the  Act  would  of  course  further  increase  this  total  cost. 

This  program  was  originally  justified  as  a  means  of  using  agricul¬ 
tural  surpluses  to  develop  and  promote  overseas  markets  for  U.Sjfl 
agricultural  products.  There  is  evidence  to  indicate,  however,  tha™ 
foreign  currencies  generated  under  this  program  in  some  instances 
are  being  used  to  expand  agricultural  production  abroad,  in  competi¬ 
tion  with  U.S.  products  in  world  markets.  Further,  it  appears  that 
such  programs  are  often  undertaken  in  countries  which  have  no 
prospects  of  ever  providing  markets  for  U.S.  products. 

An  example  of  this  is  a  project  called  “Operation  Beef”  in  Argentina. 
Under  this  program,  $14.3  million  is  being  used  to  increase  beef  pro¬ 
duction  in  that  country  to  compete  with  U.S.  meat  producers  in  world 
markets.  Since  Argentina  produces  many  of  the  same  crops  as  the 
United  States,  the  two  countries  are  natural  competitors  and  market 
prospects  there  are  very  limited.  Therefore,  it  is  hard  to  understand 
how  U.S.  interests  are  benefitted  by  projects  of  this  kind. 

Whatever  the  benefits  of  the  Public  Law  480  program,  in  the 
opinion  of  many  members  of  the  Committee,  it  too  has  failed  to  help 
the  overproduction  problem.  As  mentioned  earlier,  it  probably  has 
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contributed  to  a  constantly  deteriorating  situation  for  American 
agriculture  by  getting  these  huge  surpluses  “out  of  sight”  abroad  and 
thereby  postponing  action  to  prevent  the  increase  in  the  sin-plus 
problem. 

If  a  sufficient  amount  were  diverted  from  the  tremendous  supplies 
on  hand  and  available  for  use  under  PL  480,  such  commodities  could 
well  be  the  means  of  enabling  the  farmers  to  bring  production  in  line 
with  domestic  and  foreign  consumption.  If  used  to  protect  farm 
income  while  the  farmer  cut  production  20  percent,  they  would  reduce 
storage  costs  up  to  $100  million  per  year  and  would  reduce  price 
support  costs — possibly  $700  million  to  $1  billion  per  year.  Further, 
they  would  protect  farm  income  during  the  period  of  adjustment 
needed  to  bring  production  in  line  with  demand,  and  would  enable 
such  a  plan  to  be  carried  out  at  little  or  no  cost  to  the  Government. 
The  commodities  have  already  been  bought  and  paid  for  by  CCC  and 
will  otherwise  be  given  away  to  foreign  countries  under  Public  Law 
480.  A  full  discussion  of  such  a  proposal  for  feed  grains,  the  area  of 
our  greatest  problem,  is  contained  on  pages  172-173,  Part  3,  1961 
hearings. 

In  the  opinion  of  a  majority  of  the  members  of  the  Committee, 
if  the  Public  Law  480  program  is  to  be  continued,  it  should  be  con¬ 
sidered  a  foreign  aid  program  and  should  be  paid  for  in  the  Mutual 
Security  Bill. 

EXPANDED  RESEARCH  AND  EXTENSION 

As  pointed  out  previously,  funds  for  the  research  and  extension 
programs  of  the  Department  have  expanded  about  120  percent  since 
1952.  A  summary  of  this  increase  is  as  follows: 


1952 

1960 

Department  of  Agriculture  research _ _ _ _ _  ___ 

State  Experiment  Stations _ _ 

Million 
$44.  2 
12.7 
33.5 

Million 
$104. 4 
31.8 
64. 1 

Extension  Service _ _ _ _ 

Total _ _ _ _ _ _ _ 

90.4 

200.3 

|  The  large  increases  for  these  programs  have  been  justified  by  the 
Department  and  offered  as  an  answer  to  the  farm  problem  and  as  a 
substitute  for  protection  of  farm  income  through  adequate  price 
support  levels.  They  have  been  supported  by  the  Department  on 
the  theory  that  improvement  of  farming  methods  and  development  of 
new  uses  for  agricultural  commodities  through  research  can  offset 
reduced  income  and  thereby  enable  the  farmer  to  stay  in  business. 

The  members  of  the  Committee  fully  recognize  the  value  of  these 
essential  programs.  They  are  aware  of  the  important  benefits  of  re¬ 
search  and  extension  work  to  the  farmers  of  the  Nation.  They  realize 
the  fact  that  farmers  would  be  much  worse  off  financially  than  they 
now  are,  were  it  not  for  the  improved  production  techniques  which 
have  resulted  from  the  research  and  extension  programs  of  the  De¬ 
partment. 

They  realize,  however,  that  the  real  benefits  of  this  work  are  not 
sufficiently  direct  and  fast  enough  to  meet  a  sudden  economic  crisis, 
such  as  has  been  experienced  in  the  past  few  years.  They  wish  to 
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point  out,  therefore,  that  these  programs,  as  fine  and  essential  as  they 
are,  cannot  and  should  not  be  expected  to  offset  sudden  losses  of  farm 
income  and  related  economic  problems. 


PERSONNEL  AND  APPROPRIATIONS  INCREASES 


It  is  apparent  that  continued  increases  in  personnel  and  funds  for 
the  Department  of  Agriculture  is  not  the  answer  to  the  farm  income 
problem,  where  higher  cost  and  lower  prices  are  leading  to  overproduc¬ 
tion.  If  such  increases  could  improve  the  situation,  the  28  percent 
increase  in  personnel  and  300  percent  increase  in  appropriations  since 
1952  would  have  done  so.  A  summary  of  the  expansion  of  the  De¬ 
partment  is  as  follows: 

Personnel 


December  31,  1952 
December  31,  1959 
Increase  (28%) - 


67,  406 
86,  508 
19,  102 


Appropriations 


Billion 


<3 


Fiscal  year  1953 
Fiscal  year  1960 
Increase  (300%) 


$1.  045 
4.  128 
3.  083 


REMOVAL  OF  CONTROLS 

Along  with  actions  taken  to  reduce  price  supports,  efforts  have 
been  made  by  the  Department  to  remove  or  curtail  production  con¬ 
trols.  This  also  has  contributed  to  the  increased  production  in  recent 
years  and  the  ever-mounting  surpluses. 

While  efforts  to  control  production  through  acreage  controls  have 
not  been  effective,  it  appears  unwise  to  eliminate  them  until  some 
satisfactory  substitute  has  been  adopted.  Mandatory  price  supports 
on  basic  commodities  cannot  work  without  some  type  of  control  over 
production. 

At  the  recommendation  of  the  Department,  a  program  was  adopted 
last  year  which  removed  all  controls  on  corn,  beginning  with  the  1959 
crop,  along  with  a  further  reduction  in  price  support  levels.  This  was 
done  over  the  strenuous  objection  of  many  members  of  Congress  who 
realized  that  the  inevitable  result  would  be  to  increase  production' 
substantially,  fill  up  Government  storage  facilities,  increase  Govern¬ 
ment  costs,  and  further  depress  the  market. 

The  result  of  this  new  corn  program  has  been  to  increase  harvested 
acreage  from  73.3  million  acres  for  the  1958  crop  to  84.6  million  acres 
for  the  1959  crop.  Intentions  to  plant  for  the  1960  corn  crop  are 
estimated  by  the  Department  to  further  increase  to  85.8  million  acres. 
They  could  possibly  increase  to  90  million  acres. 

While  it  is  too  early  to  see  the  ultimate  effect  of  this  program,  it  is 
significant  to  note  that  production  of  corn  increased  from  3.8  billion 
bushels  in  1958  to  4.4  billion  bushels  in  1959.  Further  increases  for 
1960  are  probable. 
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A  summary  of  Department  figures  placed  in  the  1961  hearing  record 
relative  to  corn  is  as  follows: 


Corn  (bushels) 

Support 

levels 

(percent) 

Acreage 

harvested 

(million 

acres) 

Y  ield  per 
acre 

Production 

(million) 

CCC 

inventory 

(million) 

Storage  and 
handling 
costs 
(million) 

1952 . . 

90 

80.9 

40.7 

3,  292.  0 

$500.  0 

$28.3 

1956 _ 

84 

75.6 

45.7 

3, 445. 3 

1, 245.  6 

71.5 

1958 _ 

77 

73.3 

51.8 

3,  800.  9 

1, 857. 8 

140.0 

1959 _ 

66 

84.6 

51.5 

4,361.2 

1,  861. 3 

133.5 

In  the  face  of  this  record,  it  is  even  more  disturbing  to  learn  that 
the  Department  is  now  recommending  the  same  kind  of  program  for 
the  handling  of  wheat.  This  would  certainly  compound  the  problem, 
if  adopted. 

CORRECTIVE  ACTION  URGENTLY  NEEDED 

Members  of  this  Committee  tried  to  tell  the  Department  in  1953 
and  subsequent  years  that  farm  income  is  based  on  “volume”  times 
“price”  less  “cost.”  They  tried  to  convince  the  Department  that,  if 
prices  were  reduced,  the  farmer — faced  with  increasing  costs — of 
necessity  would  increase  volume,  and  could  do  so  since  control  by 
acreage  is  no  longer  effective.  Prices  were  reduced,  and  production 
went  up — not  down! 

While  differences  of  opinion  exist  as  to  what  should  be  done  in  the 
future,  the  record  clearly  shows  what  has  been  done  during  the  past 
7  years  has  been  no  solution.  The  situation  becomes  progressively 
worse  for  the  farmer  and  the  taxpayer,  while  the  major  benefits  go 
to  those  between  the  farmer  and  the  consumer.  The  above  facts  and 
experiences  convince  a  majority  of  the  Committee  that  the  problem 
will  never  be  solved  until  Congress  attacks  the  problem  at  its  base, 
which  is  overproduction. 

It  is  the  belief  of  a  majority  of  this  Committee  that,  for  the 
protection  of  our  overall  economy,  farm  prices  must  reflect  cost  plus 
a  reasonable  return.  Such  prices,  however,  must  be  made  contingent 
upon  farmers  holding  farm  production,  in  terms  of  bushels,  bales 
and  pounds,  to  domestic  and  normal  foreign  markets.  If  that  is 
done  an  adequate  price  can  be  obtained  at  the  market  place. 

This  makes  it  imperative  that  present  approaches  to  this  problem 
be  reversed  if  the  Agricultural  industry  of  this  country  is  to  survive, 
and  if  we  are  to  prevent  a  bankrupt  agriculture  from  pulling  down 
the  rest  of  our  economy.  Further,  the  taxpayers  are  not  likely  to 
continue  to  finance  such  needless  and  heavy  expenditures  which  can 
be  avoided  if  proper  supports  based  upon  farm  costs  are  restored 
and  made  contingent  upon  actual  production  being  held  in  line. 
Unless  present  programs  are  reversed,  they  will  eventually  wreck 
farm  purchasing  power,  and  eventually  the  entire  national  economy. 

Farmers  themselves  are  suffering  most  from  these  costly  and  ineffec¬ 
tive  programs.  They  are  forced  to  operate  in  a  manner  that  causes 
them  to  deny  their  families  an  adequate  standard  of  living  and  in 
many  instances  they  are  taking  fertility  from  the  soil  that  they  wish 
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to  preserve  for  future  generatios  On  numerous  occasions  they 
have  expressed  a  desire  to  coopers  with  the  Federal  government  to 
bring  about  a  correction  of  the  irm  problem.  To  a  large  extent 
their  pleading  has  been  ignored  ecause  of  the  influence  of  those 
between  the  farmer  and  the  corsumer  who  have  prospered  in  the 
farmer’s  name  and  at  the  cost  of  he  taxpayer. 

After  the  experience  of  the  pas  even  years,  it  appears  absolutely 
necessary  that  production  be  brout  in  line  with  the  needs  of  domestic 
and  foreign  dollar  markets.  Pas  i  iproaches  to  overproduction  must 
be  reversed,  using  surplus  comrodities  now  on  hand  to  ease  the 
financial  shock  on  the  farmer  ai  the  general  economy  during  the 
period  necessary  for  adjustment. 

And  whatever  we  do,  our  in  stigations  and  hearings  show  we 
must  operate  the  Commodity  Crec :  Corporation  on  a  strictly  business 
basis,  with  due  regard  to  safegua:  ing  the  assets  of  the  Corporation 
in  order  to  protect  the  United  Sites  Treasury. 

THE  COMMODITY  GEDIT  CORPORATION 

The  Commodity  Credit  Corpcation  was  organized  October  17, 
1933,  under  the  laws  of  the  Stat  of  Delaware,  as  an  agency  of  the 
United  States.  From  1933  to  139  the  Corporation  was  managed 
and  operated  in  close  affiliatioi  with  the  Reconstruction  Finance 
Corporation.  On  July  1,  1939  ii  'as  transferred  to  the  Department 
of  Agriculture  by  the  Presiden  Reorganization  Plan  I.  Under 
The  Commodity  Credit  Corpora  in  Charter  Act  of  June  29,  1948, 
it  was  established  as  an  agency  nd  instrumentality  of  the  United 
States  under  a  permanent  Federa  charter. 

The  original  capital  in  1933  wa  $3  million.  The  Act  of  March  8, 
1938,  gave  CCC  its  first  borrowig  authority  of  $500  million.  This 
was  increased  periodically  until  i  had  reached  $6.75  billion  in  1950. 
This  amount  has  been  increase  four  times  since  1952  and  now 
stands  at  $14.5  billion. 

The  Corporation  is  managed  v  a  board  of  directors,  subject  to 
the  general  supervision  and  direc  on  of  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture, 
who  is,  ex  officio,  a  director  and  hairman  of  the  board.  The  board 
consists  of  the  Secretary  of  Agrmlture  and  six  other  members  ap¬ 
pointed  by  the  President  and  conrmed  by  the  Senate. 

Under  the  provisions  of  the  (  eporation’s  Charter,  its  officers  and 
employees  are  obligated  to  opr  te  on  a  sound  business  basis  and 
protect  the  assets  of  the  Corpoiuon.  In  the  past,  the  officers  and 
directors  have  been  full  time  mployees  of  the  Department,  and 
thereby  able  to  give  only  a  portia  of  their  time  and  attention  to  this 
$14.5  billion  corporation,  the  lrgest  in  the  world,  handling  the 
greatest  volume  of  buying  and  filing  of  any  business  organization 
known. 

The  policies  adopted  and  actios  taken  by  Department  and  CCC 
officials  m  recent  years  have  b  o  disappointing  to  the  Committee. 

,  .  ^  .  .°Pmi°R  of  many  meibers,  they  have  lacked  complete 
objectivity. 

As  a  result,  the  record  indicate  i  hat  much  unnecessary  cost  has  been 
incurred  and  much  money  has  b  n  wasted,  all  of  which  has  to  be  re- 
stoied  by  appropriations  from  th  Treasury.  Some  of  the  weaknesses 
ot  the  Corporation  and  some  of  ■  ineffective  and  inefficient  practices 
and  policies  are  discussed  in  detd  in  the  following  pages. 
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STORAGE  COSTS  EXCESSIVE 

Many  fail  to  realize  that  about  half  of  the  price  support  expenditures 
each  year  are  for  such  items  as  storage  and  handling,  transportation, 
interest  and  administration.  Despite  frequent  comments  concerning 
subsidies  and  price  support  benefits  to  the  farmer,  the  amount  which 
eventually  goes  to  the  farmer  is  only  a  portion  of  the  cost.  In  fact 
every  group  seems  to  be  cut  in  on  profits  far  beyond  those  received 
by  the  farmer.  In  fiscal  year  1959,  for  example,  storage,  transporta¬ 
tion,  administrative  and  interest  costs  were  49  percent  of  the  total 
losses  under  the  price  support  program.  And,  while  the  rates  for  these 
nonfarm  costs  assure  a  handsome  profit,  amounts  paid  to  farmers 
as  price  supports  hardly  cover  production  costs. 

In  1959,  storage  and  handling  charges  totaled  $481.7  million. 
Storage  charges  for  1960  are  estimated  at  $612  million.  Further, 
unless  something  is  done  to  curb  this  increasing  cost,  storage  costs 
are  expected  to  exceed  $700  million  in  1961.  It  should  be  noted  that 
this  latter  amount  is  nearly  equal  to  the  cost  of  running  all  of  the 
Department’s  regular  activities  in  1953,  including  research,  marketing 
extension,  soil  conservation,  crop  insurance,  regulatory  activities,  and 
forestry. 

During  this  period,  while  support  prices  to  farmers  were  being  re¬ 
duced  by  an  average  of  20  percent,  rates  paid  to  warehousemen  for 
storage  were  being  increased  substantially.  Further,  since  the  farmer 
pays  for  the  first  year  of  storage,  this  increase  in  storage  costs  further 
reduced  the  net  amount  of  his  loan  by  the  same  amount.  The  total 
cost  of  storage  was  increased  from  $73.3  million  in  fiscal  year  1952  to 
$481.7  million  in  fiscal  year  1959.  (Pages  483-486,  Part  3,  1961  hear¬ 
ings.)  During  this  same  period,  net  income  to  the  farmer  dropped 
about  24  percent. 

Committee  investigations  made  in  1955  and  1956,  which  have  been 
made  a  matter  of  record,  disclosed  various  actions  of  the  Department 
to  increase  storage  costs  through  increased  rates  and  benefits  to  pri¬ 
vate  warehousemen  and  the  use  of  commission  merchants  and  for¬ 
warding  agents  in  lieu  of  available  Department  personnel.  These 
investigations  also  provided  information  to  show  that  commodities 
were  often  moved  from  one  area  of  the  country  to  another,  regardless 
of  expense,  in  order  to  fill  empty  commercial  warehouses,  even  though 
Government  storage  bins  were  left  vacant.  In  1955,  over  16  million 
bushels  of  corn  were  moved  from  the  midwest  to  the  west  coast  at  a 
cost  to  the  Government  of  over  $8  million,  even  though  vacant  space 
remained  at  locations  from  which  shipped. 

A  comprehensive  Committee  investigation  conducted  last  fall  pro¬ 
vided  further  information  which  helps  to  explain  why  storage  charges 
have  increased  so  much  in  recent  years.  For  example,  this  investiga¬ 
tion  included  figures  showing  that  storage  charges  paid  certain  ware¬ 
houses  during  the  period  1957  to  1959  were  sufficiently  high  to  allow 
the  owners  to  recover  their  investment  in  buildings  and  equipment  in 
a  period  of  2  years.  In  one  instance,  the  investment  was  liquidated 
in  16  months.  While  uniform  storage  rates  for  uniform  warehousing 
and  storage  appear  sound,  the  same  rate  for  inferior  or  low  cost  ware¬ 
housing  cannot  be  justified  and  is  far  too  expensive  to  the  Corporation. 

Further,  during  this  period  of  price  reductions  for  the  farmer  and 
profitable  increases  for  all  others,  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation 
disposed  of  usable  Government-owned  storage  bins  at  a  substantial 
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loss.  During  this  same  period,  many  CCC  owned  bins  wore  leased 
to  private  persons,  some  of  which  were  re-rented  for  storage  of  Govern¬ 
ment-owned  grain.  The  figures  on  pages  758-759,  Part  3,  1961  hear¬ 
ings,  show  that  as  of  December  31,  1957,  some  31.7  million  bushels  of 
CCC  storage  bins  were  leased  for  %  cent  per  bushel  per  month.  Some 
of  this  was  hi  turn  re-rented  by  CCC  for  the  standard  annual  rate 
of  16.5  cents  per  bushel,  plus  loading  in  and  out  charges. 

Evidence  has  also  come  to  the  Committee’s  attention  that  Govern¬ 
ment-owned  storage  space  such  as  bins  and  liberty  ships  was  and  is 
being  held  vacant  in  order  to  keep  private  warehouse  space  filled  at 
excessive  storage  rates.  Some  of  the  largest  recipients  of  storage  and 
handling  payments  for  1958  and  1959,  as  shown  on  page  480,  Part  3, 
1961  hearings,  are  as  follows: 


Firms 

1959 

1958 

C-O-F  Grain  Co.. . . . 

$23,  470,  634 
12, 103,  615 

6,  835, 190 

6,  717,  599 

6, 076,  898 

5,  884,  495 

5,  076,  893 

4,  781,  426 

4,  102,  697 
3,  824,  297 

2,  929,  588 
2, 889, 238 

2,  806,  431 

2,  787,  837 

$14,  787, 434 
13, 226, 341 
5, 833,  690 
6,  452,  587 
6,  240, 199 
5,514,064 
4.  447,  039 
3,  328,  488 

2,  463,  576 

3,  676,  577 

1,  867,  762 

2,  587, 198 
2, 428, 860 
2, 176, 169 

Cargill,  Inc _  _  _  .  . .  .  . . 

Continental  Grain  Co _  _  .  . . . . . 

Union  Equity  Cooperative  Exchange _ _ _  . 

Areher-Daniels-Midland  Co  .  ...7...  . . . . . 

Harvest  Queen  Mill  &  Elevator  Co. .  _  _ _ _ 

Federal  Compress  &  Warehouse  Co . . . . . 

Farmers  Union  Grain  Terminal  Association _  ..  _.  __  _ _ 

Farmers  Cooperative  Comm.  Co. . . . . .  .  . . 

Goodpasture  Grain  &  Milling  Co _ _ _  _ _ 

Morrison  Quirk  Grain  Co . . .  . . 

Norris  Grain  Co _  _ _ _ 

F.  H.  Peavey  Co.. . . . . .  . 

Burrus  Mills,  Inc _ _  _ _ _  ...  _  .. 

Officials  of  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  state  that  these 
actions  were  taken  under  their  interpretation  of  authority  in  Section  3 
of  the  Charter  of  the  Corporation,  which  reads  as  follows: 

*  *  *  That  nothing  contained  in  this  subsection  (b)  shall 
limit  the  duty  of  the  Corporation,  to  the  maximum  extent 
practical  consistent  with  the  fulfillment  of  the  Corporation’s 
purposes  and  the  effective  and  efficient  conduct  of  its  business, 
to  utilize  the  usual  and  customary  channels,  facilities  and 
arrangements  of  the  trade  and  commerce  in  warehousing 
commodities.  *  *  * 

It  is  the  opinion  of  the  majority  of  this  Committee,  in  view  of  the 
obligation  of  the  officers  of  the  Corporation  to  protect  its  assets  and 
thereby  the  taxpayer,  that  these  actions  do  not  constitute  “effective 
and  efficient”  conduct  of  the  Corporation’s  business. 

RECLASSING  OF  COTTON 

Since  1956,  the  Corporation  has  paid  out  over  $166  million  in  rebates 
on  cotton  reclassed  after  sale,  a  large  part  to  international  cotton 
traders  who  held  such  cotton  for  the  Government  in  their  own  ware¬ 
houses  where  they  could  easily  have  advance  knowledge  of  reclassing 
rebates,  thus  preventing  true  competition  at  time  of  sale.  A  break¬ 
down  of  this  amount  is  set  forth  on  page  314,  Part  3,  1961  hearings. 
Much  of  this  cotton  was  sold  by  such  buyers  from  CCC  in  world 
trade  at  higher  than  the  original  class,  as  shown  by  previous  committee 
investigations. 
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The  Committee  developed  these  facts  in  1958  and  the  CCC  stopped 
the  practice  for  the  past  year — selling  approximately  6  million  bales 
without  reclass  after  sale.  Thus  no  rebate  was  paid.  Notwithstand¬ 
ing  this  fact,  yielding  to  pressure  from  those  who  received  such  re¬ 
bates,  the  Department  has  again  refused  to  reclass  before  sale  so  as 
to  have  maximum  competition  and  treat  all  bidders  alike.  It  has 
announced  that  for  the  ensuing  year  it  will  reclass  cotton  after  sale 
on  a  discount  basis. 

In  the  opinion  of  the  Committee  such  action  shows  an  utter  dis¬ 
regard  of  the  obligation  to  protect  the  assets  of  the  Corporation  and 
thereby  the  taxpayer. 

FAILURE  TO  SELL  COMPETITIVELY 

For  a  number  of  years  the  CCC,  following  orders  of  the  Department, 
refused  to  sell  U.S.  agricultural  commodities  competitively  in  world 
markets,  notwithstanding  unlimited  authority  to  sell  competitively 
kfor  dollars.  Page  148,  Part  3,  1961  hearings,  shows  the  years  in  which 
'commodities  were  not  offered  competitively.  During  that  period, 
CCC  stocks  on  hand  increased  from  $1.0  billion  as  of  June  30,  1952, 
to  $3.7  billion  on  June  30,  1954,  and  $5.0  billion  on  June  30,  1955. 

Finally  in  late  1954,  at  the  insistence  of  this  Committee,  the  De¬ 
partment  began  selling  some  commodities  competitively  in  world 
trade  for  dollars.  Finally  all  commodities  except  cotton  were  offered. 
During  this  period,  while  cotton  was  held  off  world  markets,  CCC 
holdings  of  cotton  increased  from  $418,000  in  1952  to  $1,249,813,000 
in  1956. 

In  1955,  at  the  insistence  of  this  Committee,  the  first  cotton  was 
offered  for  sale  abroad  for  dollars  on  a  competitive  basis  and  1  million 
bales  were  sold  in  a  very  short  time.  Then  at  the  request  of  American 
international  cotton  merchants,  the  Government  again  held  U.S.  sur¬ 
plus  cotton  off  world  markets.  Congress  then  passed  the  Agricultural 
Act  of  1956  requiring  sales  for  dollars.  Notwithstanding  this  legis¬ 
lation,  the  Department  in  1958  refused  to  offer  cotton  at  competitive 
prices  ‘fin  violation  of  law”  according  to  the  Comptroller  General. 
Exports  dropped  from  7.6  million  bales  in  1956-7  to  2.8  million  bales 
in  1958-9.  This  course  has  cost  the  CCC  and  the  people  hundreds 
jpf  millions  of  dollars  and  has  done  great  damage  to  the  U.S.  cotton 
"producers. 

In  1959,  competitive  overseas  sales  were  started  again  and  exports 
for  1959-60  will  again  increase  to  a  total  of  6.5  million  bales,  from  a 
low  of  2.8  million  bales  in  1958-9  when  the  CCC,  under  instructions 
from  the  Department,  was  holding  U.S.  commodities  off  world  mar¬ 
kets,  increasing  storage  costs  and  holding  an  umbrella  over  increased 
foreign  production. 

Despite  the  success  of  the  competitive  sales  program,  the  CCC  now 
is  using  the  “payment-in-kind”  approach,  the  cost  of  which  is  hard 
to  determine.  Future  investigations  will  likely  show  exorbitant  profits 
to  many  non-farmers. 


LACK  OF  SALES  PROGRAM 

It  will  also  be  recalled  that  this  $14.5  billion  corporation,  which 
was  purchasing  increasing  quantities  of  commodities  each  year,  didn’t 
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even  have  a  sales  organization  or  a  sales  manager  until  Congressional 
action  was  taken  to  require  such  a  program  In  1956,  this  Committee 
created  a  special  position  of  sales  manager  and  directed  the  Corpora¬ 
tion  to  set  up  a  sales  organization  and  undertake  an  aggressive  sales 
program.  The  work  of  this  sales  manager  has  been  fairly  effective. 
However,  domination  by  other  officials  of  the  Department  and  lack 
of  authority  to  sell  have  reduced  his  effectiveness. 

RECOMMENDED  IMPROVEMENTS  IN  CCC  OPERATIONS 

These  factors  have  caused  a  majority  of  the  members  of  the  Com¬ 
mittee  to  agree  that  the  operations  of  this  huge  Corporation  must  be 
improved.  Considerable  monetary  savings  coidd  be  made  through 
improved  operations. 

The  Committee  believes  that  CCC  would  be  more  “effectively  and 
efficiently”  run  and  its  assets  better  protected,  if  its  officers  were 
full-time  employees  of  the  Corporation  rather  than  officials  of  the 
Department,  with  full  time  jobs  with  other  activities  of  the  Depart-  ( 
ment.  The  Committee  has  therefore  included  language  in  the  bill  “ 
to  require  that  the  officers  and  directors  of  the  Commodity  Credit 
Corporation  be  paid  from  corporate  funds,  after  February  1,  1961. 
This  should  have  the  effect  of  giving  the  Corporation  more  inde¬ 
pendence  and  should  lead  to  greater  efficiency  in  its  operation  and 
less  impairment  of  capital,  which  will  thereby  reduce  the  amount  of 
future  appropriations  required. 

Further,  since  the  officers  and  directors  of  the  Corporation  have 
the  obligation  to  operate  efficiently  and  to  protect  the  assets  of  the 
Corporation,  and  thereby  the  Government  and  the  taxpayers,  a 
majority  of  the  members  of  the  Committee  believe  from  the  record 
before  them  that  certain  corrective  actions  are  necessary  with  regard 
to  storage  practices. 

The  Committee  urges  the  Corporation  to  decrease  amounts  paid 
for  other  than  farmer-owned  storage  by  at  least  the  reduced  value 
of  the  commodity  stored,  as  determined  by  the  reduction  in  price 
support  levels  and  per-unit  investment  of  the  Government  since  1952 
in  such  commodities.  It  also  urges  the  Corporation  to  discontinue 
the  sale  or  lease  of  Government  storage  space  to  commercial  concerns  ^ 
where  such  space  can  be  used  more  economically  to  store  commodities  ( 
by  CCC. 

Further,  should  the  Corporation’s  holdings  be  reduced  to  the  point 
that  competition  exists  between  warehousemen  at  terminal  markets 
or  ports,  a  majority  of  the  members  believe  that  the  CCC  should 
set  up  guide  rules  or  perhaps  advertise  for  bids,  in  order  to  hold  down 
costs  and  reduce  the  opportunity  for  favoritism  in  determining  which 
warehouses  will  receive  Government  business  at  such  points. 

The  Committee  does  not  approve  the  moving  of  CCC  stocks  from 
Government  storage  bins  and  liberty  ships  into  commercial  space  in 
order  to  pay  commercial  warehousemen  storage  costs.  The  Govern¬ 
ment-owned  facilities  should  be  used  to  capacity  at  all  times.  Fur¬ 
thermore,  the  CCC  should  not  encourage  expansion  of  commercial 
storage  facilities  beyond  community  needs  by  offering  unrealistic  rates 
that  encourage  highly  speculative  investments  on  the  part  of  inexpe¬ 
rienced  grain  storers.  Prior  to  any  request  to  the  warehouse  industry 
to  provide  additional  storage,  the  CCC  should  make  a  survey  to 
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determine  the  adequacy  of  space  to  handle  stocks  over  an  extended 
period  of  time. 

The  Committee  is  firmly  opposed  to  the  proposal  to  reinstate  re¬ 
classing  of  cotton  after  sale.  They  oppose  it  for  two  reasons:  first, 
it  adds  to  the  capital  impairment  of  the  Corporation  and  increases 
the  annual  appropriations  by  lessening  competition  and  funds  re¬ 
ceived  by  CCC  from  sales;  and  second,  such  a  practice  gives  a  definite 
advantage  to  the  large  cotton  buyers  who  also  have  large  quantities 
of  CCC-owned  cotton  stored  in  their  warehouses  and  thereby  are  in 
a  position  to  anticipate  rebates  from  reclassing  in  offering  bids  for 
cotton  purchases  from  CCC  on  a  competitive  basis. 

The  Committee  has  included  language  in  the  bill,  therefore,  which 
prohibits  the  use  of  CCC  funds  to  carry  on  cotton  reclassing  after 
time  of  sale.  It  is  of  the  opinion  that  any  reclass  of  cotton  should 
be  contingent  upon  determination  by  CCC  that  there  is  a  need  for 
such  reclass.  Further,  it  believes  that  cotton  should  be  sold  by 
sample  or  catalogued  so  as  to  give  all  purchasers  an  equal  oppor¬ 
tunity  to  bid.  The  Committee  notes  that  the  Department,  following 
such  a  course,  sold  6  million  bales  of  cotton  this  year  without  such 
reclass  after  sale. 

NEW  APPROACH  TO  PRODUCTION  CONTROL  NEEDED 

The  most  serious  problem  facing  Agriculture  today  is  the  continued 
overproduction  of  crops  already  in  surplus  supply.  Yields  per  acre 
for  nearly  all  crops  have  increased  steadily  in  recent  years.  Total 
production  has  also  increased,  despite  acreage  controls  and  the  Soil 
Bank. 

When  the  present  system  of  acreage  controls  was  placed  into  effect 
over  20  years  ago,  it  was  fairly  effective,  since  acreage  yields  were 
limited  by  the  type  of  agriculture  used  at  that  time.  In  recent  years, 
however,  this  means  of  control  has  become  completely  ineffective 
due  to  improved  methods  of  cultivation  and  increased  use  of  machinery, 
fertilizer,  insecticides,  and  improved  seed. 

It  is  apparent  to  this  Committee  that  something  has  to  be  done. 
Correction  must  be  made,  both  for  the  welfare  of  the  farmer  and  the 
Federal  Treasury. 

In  seeking  a  solution,  several  facts  are  evident: 

(1)  What  we  have  been  doing  hasn’t  worked.  After  spending  or 
committing  ourselves  to  spend  nearly  $26  billion,  the  record  shows 
the  situation  to  be  three  to  four  times  worse  in  terms  of  surplus 
inventories  of  CCC. 

(2)  Farm  income  is  now  so  low,  even  with  the  sale  of  the  overpro¬ 
duction  to  the  Government,  that  farm  purchasing  power  must  be 
protected  from  a  further  drop. 

(3)  Any  future  farm  program  must  provide  that  farm  income  shall 
come  from  the  production  of  that  quantity  of  product  necessary  for 
domestic  and  foreign  markets.  In  the  interest  of  the  over-all  national 
economy,  such  production  must  reflect  farm  costs  plus  a  reasonable 
profit.  Such  income  should  come  from  the  market  place. 

(4)  To  bring  about  correction,  we  have  one  factor  which  should 
enable  us  to  scale  back  overproduction  without  injury  to  farm  income 
or  further  cost  to  the  taxpayer  during  the  period  of  adjustment.  This 
is  the  $9.2  billion  of  CCC  commodities  on  hand  which  are  already  paid 
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for.  Commodities  from  these  stocks  should  be  offered  to  farmers  in 
consideration  for  cutting  back  farm  production. 

If  such  a  plan  were  put  into  effect,  there  would  be  a  number  of 
important  benefits  to  the  national  economy— (a)  the  Government 
would  save  storage  costs,  ( b )  price  support  costs  would  be  reduced  in 
line  with  production  actually  eliminated,  (c)  farmers  would  save  the 
cost  of  producing  extra  units  of  production  for  which  there  is  no  mar¬ 
ket.  Further,  no  additional  outlays  of  funds  would  be  required  to 
accomplish  this  objective,  since  commodities  to  be  used  are  in  Govern¬ 
ment  stocks  and  will  otherwise  be  given  away  under  Public  Law  480. 

Once  production  and  demand  are  in  reasonable  adjustment  under 
this  program,  it  would  appear  that  fair  and  reasonable  price  supports 
should  be  provided  for  the  farmer’s  share  of  the  domestic  market. 
Any  overproduction  should  be  eligible  for  foreign  markets  at  world 
prices.  If  this  course  were  followed,  the  cost  to  the  Government 
would  be  negligible. 

The  other  course  which  might  be  followed  would  be  to  continue 
price  supports  on  total  production,  limited  to  domestic  and  foreign 
markets.  If  this  approach  were  used,  the  Government  would  con¬ 
tinue  to  pay  the  cost  of  the  difference  between  the  support  price  to 
offset  high  American  costs  and  the  world  market. 

Whichever  course  is  followed,  or  if  some  other  answer  is  to  be 
found,  it  is  the  belief  of  a  majority  of  this  Committee  that  the  Depart¬ 
ment  and  the  Congress  should  get  together  without  delay  on  a  plan 
to  use  surplus  commodities  on  hand  to  get  farmers  to  cut  total  pro¬ 
duction  of  wheat  and  feed  grains — the  area  of  greatest  difficulty  at 
the  present  time — which  commodities  must  be  considered  together. 
Merely  cutting  acreage  will  not  work,  as  shown  by  the  record. 

The  Department  should  be  authorized  to  immediately  institute  a 
program  which  will  encourage  each  producer  of  wheat,  corn,  and  feed 
grains  to  curtail  his  production  up  to  25  percent  in  any  one  year  in 
return  for  the  transfer  to  him  from  CCC  stocks  of  an  equal  quantity 
of  the  commodity  for  which  reduction  was  made. 

Under  such  a  plan,  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  would  transfer 
from  Government  stocks  of  wheat,  corn,  grain  sorghum,  or  other  feed 
grains,  which  are  otherwise  available  for  shipment  to  foreign  countries 
under  Public  Law  480  and  similar  programs,  to  any  U.S.  producer  of 
said  grains  upon  the  following  terms  and  conditions: 

(1)  The  producer  must  reduce  his  total  production  of  wheat, 
corn,  grain  sorghum,  or  other  feed  grain  below  his  average  pro¬ 
duction  of  all  of  said  grains  for  the  three  preceding  years. 

(2)  The  Secretary  shall  first  enter  into  an  agreement  for  a 
period  of  from  one  to  three  years  with  any  such  producer  of 
wheat,  corn,  grain  sorghum,  or  other  feed  grain,  or  any  combi¬ 
nation  thereof,  which  will  require  upon  the  part  of  such  producer 
that  he  reduce  his  total  production  of  all  of  said  grains  below 
his  average  production  of  the  three  preceding  years  before  such 
producer  can  qualify  to  receive  government  stocks. 

(3)  The  Secretary  shall  determine  the  amount  of  such  transfer 
of  said  feed  grains  to  be  offered  for  transfer  in  any  year  to  any  one 
producer,  but  in  no  case  shall  the  amount  exceed  25  percent  of 
the  average  production  of  said  producer  for  the  three  years  next 
preceding  the  date  of  such  agreement.  Such  transfer  may  be 
made  b}^  transferring  warehouse  receipts. 
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(4)  To  obtain  such  Government  stocks,  each  farmer  must  (a) 
file  notice  with  tire  county  committee  that  he  expects  to  avail 
himself  of  such  offer,  ( b )  agree  in  writing  to  reduce  his  total  pro¬ 
duction  of  all  or  any  combination  of  such  grains  for  the  years 
included  in  such  agreement,  (c)  submit  a  statement  of  his  pro¬ 
duction  of  all  of  said  crops  for  the  tlu’ee  preceding  years,  together 
with  such  additional  proof  as  may  be  required  by  the  Secretary, 
(d)  certify  that  he  will  not  increase  his  production  of  other  com¬ 
mercial  crops,  and  (e)  supply  such  proof  of  reduced  production 
as  the  Secretary  may  require. 

(5)  Insofar  as  practical,  grain  so  transferred  shall  be  of  the 
same  type  and  kind  as  that  for  which  reduction  in  production 
was  made  bj"  such  producer.  When  not  practical,  such  transfer 
shall  be  in  quantities  of  grains  of  equivalent  monetary  value. 

(6)  The  Secretary  of  Agriculture  would  be  authorized  to  issue 
such  rules  and  regulations  as  may  be  essential  to  carry  out  this 
provision. 

As  a  part  of  such  a  plan,  a  commission  could  well  be  appointed  to 
study  and  prepare  a  farm  plan  for  submission  to  the  Congress  after 
adjustment  of  production  has  been  made.  Such  plan  should  be  based 
on  protecting  farm  income  at  the  market  place  and  keeping  produc¬ 
tion  in  line  with  domestic  and  foreign  markets.  This  approach  is 
deemed  necessary  because  of  wide  differences  which  now  exist  be¬ 
tween  farm  organizations  and  between  farm  leaders,  including  those 
in  the  Congress. 

It  is  believed  by  a  majority  of  the  members  of  the  Committee  that 
this  proposal  is  a  start  in  the  right  direction,  that  is,  toward  a  program 
of  balancing  production  with  market  demand  and  the  long  time  need 
to  maintain  soil  and  water  resources.  It  would  provide  an  effective 
means  of  controlling  production  through  production  quotas  on  the 
quantity  of  a  commodity  which  may  be  produced  and  marketed.  In 
addition,  it  would  save  farmers  their  present  cost  of  production  on 
that  part  of  their  production  eliminated,  and  would  save  the  Govern¬ 
ment  the  price  support  and  storage  and  handling  costs  on  the  surplus 
which  otherwise  would  be  produced.  It  is  to  be  noted  that,  under 
this  plan,  the  Government  would  save  storage  costs  of  from  11.68 
cents  per  annum  for  oats  to  around  16.5  cents  for  corn  and  17.885 
cents  for  wheat  and  flax,  for  each  bushel  removed  from  storage.  Also, 
it  should  be  remembered  that  it  would  cost  the  Government  little, 
if  anything,  for  commodities  transferred  to  farmers  in  payment  for 
reduced  production,  since  such  commodities  are  now  on  hand  and 
will  otherwise  be  given  away  under  the  “foreign  aid”  Public  Law  480 
program. 

BENEFITS  TO  GENERAL  PUBLIC 

As  pointed  out  in  previous  years,  most  of  the  programs  of  the  De¬ 
partment  are  of  direct  benefit  to  every  citizen  of  the  United  States 
and  should  not  be  considered  to  be  exclusively  for  the  benefit  of  the 
farmer.  American  consumers  in  general  receive  as  large  a  share  of 
the  benefits  from  Federal  funds  spent  for  agriculture  each  year  as  do 
the  farmers  themselves.  Programs  benefiting  the  general  public  as 
much  or  more  than  the  farmer  include  the  following: 

(1)  Improvement  and  protection  of  public  health,  including  home 
economics  and  human  nutrition  research,  plant  and  animal  dis- 
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ease  and  pest  control,  meat  and  poultry  inspection,  school  lunch 
and  special  milk  programs,  and  donations  to  schools,  institutions 
and  needy  people. 

(2)  International  relations  and  National  defense,  including  For¬ 
eign  Agricultural  Service,  donations  to  Veterans  Administration 
and  Defense  Department,  donations  to  needy  people  abroad, 
International  Wheat  Agreement,  emergency  famine  relief,  sales 
for  foreign  currencies  (Public  Law  480),  and  bartered  materials 
for  stockpile. 

(3)  Regulation  and  improvement  of  marketing,  including  market¬ 
ing  research  and  regulatory  activities,  market  inspection,  grading, 
classing  and  standards,  agricultural  estimates,  market  news  serv¬ 
ices,  freight  rate  services,  the  Commodity  Exchange  Authority, 
and  the  Farmers  Cooperative  Service. 

(4)  Conservation  of  natural  resources,  including  the  Soil  Conser¬ 
vation  Service,  watershed  protection,  flood  prevention,  great 
plains  program,  and  the  agricultural  conservation  program. 

Of  the  funds  expended  for  agriculture  for  fiscal  year  1960,  it  is  esti¬ 
mated  by  the  Department  that  over  54  percent  will  be  spent  for  pro¬ 
grams  which  benefit  the  general  public  as  well  as  the  farmer.  Esti¬ 
mated  expenditures  for  fiscal  year  1961  indicate  the  same  situation. 
(Page  26,  Part  1,  1961  hearings.) 

AMERICAN  CONSUMER  EATING  BETTER 

Further,  it  should  be  pointed  out  that  the  American  consumer  is 
eating  more  and  better  food  at  less  cost  than  ever  before  in  history. 
While  per  capita  income  in  the  U.S.  has  increased  steadily  each 
year,  consumers  are  spending  a  smaller  share  of  this  income  for  food. 
Department  of  Agriculture  statistics  (page  85,  Part  1,  1961  hearings) 
indicate  that  the  average  American  consumer  is  spending  about  21 
percent  of  his  income  for  food,  as  compared  to  23  percent  in  1951  and 
27  percent  at  the  end  of  World  War  II.  Figures  on  page  87,  Part  1, 
1961  hearings,  show  that  one  hour  of  factory  labor  will  buy  twice  as 
much  food  as  it  would  30  years  ago.  In  1929,  one  hour  of  labor  would 
buy  6.4  loaves  of  bread,  while  in  1959,  one  hour  of  labor  bought  11.3 
loaves.  One  hour  of  labor  will  now  buy  17.6  pints  of  milk  as  compared 
to  7.8  pints  in  1929.  The  same  relationship  applies  for  meat,  butter, 
eggs,  potatoes,  oranges,  and  most  other  agricultural  items. 

DONATIONS  AT  HOME  AND  ABROAD 

When  considering  the  cost  of  agricultural  programs,  it  is  important 
to  realize  that  a  significant  part  of  the  cost  of  the  Department  of 
Agriculture  is  due  to  the  furnishing  of  foods  to  needy  people,  both  in 
the  US  and  overseas.  Since  1953,  $1.3  billion  of  surplus  foods  have 
been  distributed  to  the  needy  people  of  this  country.  This  has  been 
of  direct  help  to  states  and  local  communities  in  handling  their  own 
welfare  programs.  In  1959,  over  21  million  Americans  benefited  from 
these  surplus  foods.  Since  1953,  approximately  the  same  amount  of 
surplus  foods  have  been  given  to  needy  persons  in  foreign  countries. 
These  donations  have  been  made  through  U.S.  voluntary  agencies  in 
which  church  affiliated  organizations  have  played  an  important  part. 
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EVERYONE  BUT  FARMER  BENEFITS  FROM  P.L.  480 

While  the  cost  of  the  P.L.  480  program,  which  is  paid  for  in  American 
dollars,  is  carried  in  the  Agricultural  Appropriation  Bill  and  therefore 
charged  against  the  farmer  by  those  who  are  unfriendly  to  Agriculture, 
most  of  the  real  benefits  seem  to  go  to  everyone  but  the  American 
farmer.  Some  85  to  90  percent  of  all  foreign  currencies  received  in 
payment  for  foods  shipped  abroad  is  either  given  or  loaned  back  to  the 
government  of  the  recipient  countries.  These  funds,  which  are 
frequently  used  to  create  or  expand  foreign  agricultural  production  in 
competition  with  U.S.  producers,  are  handled  by  the  International 
Cooperation  Administration  as  a  supplement  to  the  regular  foreign  aid 
program. 

The  balance  of  these  foreign  currencies  are  set  aside  for  the  use  of 
the  United  States  to  meet  overseas  expenditures  which  otherwise 
would  have  to  be  met  by  appropriations  from  the  U.S.  Treasury. 
Under  the  provisions  of  Section  104  of  Public  Law  480,  these  foreign 
currencies  may  be  used  for  a  variety  of  U.S.  purposes  abroad,  includ¬ 
ing  market  development,  trade  fairs,  supplemental  stockpiling,  educa¬ 
tional  activities,  translation  and  acquisition  of  foreign  publications, 
scientific  activities,  construction  of  U.S.  buildings  and  operation  of 
U.S.  agencies. 

The  bulk  of  these  currencies  are  being  used  overseas  for  such  things 
as  State  Department  foreign  aid  operations,  military  housing, 
stockpiling,  and  educational  and  research  activities.  Yet  the  cost  of 
the  foreign  currencies  used  for  these  programs  has  been  included  in 
the  Agricultural  Appropriation  Bill,  rather  than  in  the  bills  of  the 
appropriate  Federal  agencies.  On  May  5,  1958,  an  official  of  the 
Commodity  Credit  Corporation  pointed  out  that  present  legislation 
prevents  CCC  from  even  recovering  interest  which  it  must  pay  from 
those  agencies  which  derive  benefits  under  the  barter  program  of 
Public  Law  480.  In  connection  with  overseas  military  housing 
financed  through  this  means,  he  stated: 

Under  our  arrangements  with  the  Department  of  Defense, 

CCC  will  receive  reimbursement  for  its  investment  from 
savings  in  quarters  and  station  allowances  which  would 
otherwise  be  paid  to  the  military  personnel  occupying  the 
completed  housing.  Based  upon  Department  of  Defense 
estimates,  CCC  will  not  recover  its  investment  in  the  housing 
for  a  period  of  some  17  years. 

During  this  time,  CCC  must  pay  interest  to  the  U.S. 
Treasury  on  the  $50  million  which  it  has  tied  up  in  the  hous¬ 
ing.  This  interest  cost,  running  to  about  $14  million,  cannot 
be  recovered  from  the  Department  of  Defense  under  existing 
legislation  and  will  be  reflected  as  a  charge  against  the  farm 
program  administered  by  the  Department  of  Agriculture. 

In  my  opinion,  I  would  be  derelict  in  my  responsibilities  if 
I  recommended  the  approval  of  other  housing  projects  of  this 
kind. 

THE  CRANBERRY  INCIDENT 

The  situation  which  developed  last  fall  with  respect  to  the  misuse 
of  chemicals  on  cranberries  and  caponettes  on  a  relatively  small  per¬ 
centage  of  total  production  points  up  a  serious  problem  facing  Agri- 
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culture  with  respect  to  the  use  of  pesticides  and  sprays.  From  the 
standpoint  of  public  health  it  should  be  recognized  that  many  such 
chemicals  are  necessary  to  protect  food.  Failure  to  use  insecticides 
could  result  in  the  production  of  foodstuffs  even  more  harmful  to 
human  health  than  those  heretofore  condemned.  Also,  pesticides  and 
sprays  must  be  used  by  farmers  to  produce  the  high  quality  and  low 
cost  foods  which  the  consumers  of  the  United  States  are  demanding. 
Further,  the  use  of  sprays  is  necessary  to  prevent  sizable  economic 
losses  to  the  nation  from  pest  and  disease  damage  to  crops. 

The  development  of  more  effective  insecticides  is  one  of  the  reasons 
why  only  12  percent  of  the  people  in  this  country  are  able  to  feed  the 
other  88  percent — a  situation  which  has  never  before  existed  in  the 
history  of  the  world. 

Farmers  are  continually  harassed  by  plant  and  animal  pests  and 
diseases.  They  cost  farmers  billions  of  dollars  annually.  For  exam¬ 
ple,  the  European  corn  borer  has  become  one  of  the  most  injurious 
enemies  of  corn  in  this  country.  It  causes  substantial  losses  every 
year  and  in  recent  years  these  losses  have  sometimes  ranged  over  $150 
million  annually.  Cotton  insects,  principally  the  boll  weevil,  cause 
tremendous  annual  losses,  to  which  must  be  added  the  cost  of  chemical 
controls.  Cotton  farmers  must  spend  $75  million  or  more  annually  for 
insecticides.  Since  pioneer  days,  grasshoppers  have  caused  extensive 
damage  to  both  crops  and  rangeland.  Annual  losses  from  this  pest 
are  over  $100  million.  Cattle  grubs  are  distributed  over  the  entire 
country,  causing  losses  of  about  $100  million  annually  from  losses  in 
weight  and  production,  damage  to  hides,  and  loss  of  meat  in  dressed 
carcasses. 

The  wide  variety  of  chemicals  used  for  control  of  pests  and  diseases 
today  serves  only  to  allow  a  farmer  to  hold  his  own  or  stay  even  in  his 
production.  Without  the  proper  use  of  chemical  controls,  flies  would 
contaminate  milk  with  filth  and  create  a  hazard  to  the  public  health. 
The  codling  moth,  phony  peach  disease,  peach  mosaic,  pear  blight,  and 
the  apple  maggot  plague  the  farmer  by  reducing  the  quality  and  quan¬ 
tity  of  his  fruit  crops.  It  would  not  be  possible  to  market  apples, 
peaches,  and  pears  free  of  worms,  rot,  scab,  etc.,  without  proper  use  of 
chemicals.  These  are  but  a  few  of  the  problems  which  the  farmer 
must  meet  in  order  to  provide  consumers  with  an  adequate  supply  of 
safe  foods  of  good  quality. 

Subsequent  to  the  regular  hearings  on  the  1961  Budget,  the  White 
House  announced  that  the  Department  of  Agriculture  would  make 
indemnity  payments  of  around  $10  million  to  cranberry  growers 
who  sustained  losses  on  good  and  wholesome  berries  harvested  in 
1959  because  the  market  for  good  berries  had  been  destroyed  as  the 
result  of  the  unfortunate  method  of  handling  contaminated  berries, 
which  totaled  less  than  one  percent  of  the  total  crop.  As  a  result  of 
this  precipitous  action,  cranberry  sales  of  good  berries  were  cut  by 
two-thirds  during  the  last  holiday  season.  It  is  estimated  that,  there 
will  be  a  carry-over  of  cranberries  of  nearly  one  million  barrels  of 
such  wholesome  berries  into  the  next  season,  nearly  a  full  year’s  crop. 

The  payment  of  such  indemnities  are  proposed  to  be  made  under 
clause  (3)  of  Section  32,  which  reads  as  follows: 

Such  sums  shall  he  maintained  in  a  separate  fund  and 

shall  be  used  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  on  to  *  *  * 
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(3)  reestablish  farmers  purchasing  power  by  making  pay¬ 
ments  in  connection  with  the  normal  production  of  any 
agricultural  commodity  for  domestic  consumption.  *  *  * 

It  is  understood  that  payments  will  be  limited  to  wholesome  and 
edible  cranberries.  Improperly  treated  berries  have  been  or  will  be 
destroyed.  The  Department  justified  its  action  in  making  these 
payments  on  the  basis  that  damage  to  the  market  for  good  berries 
resulted  from  governmental  action. 

In  the  opinion  of  the  majority  of  the  members  of  the  Committee, 
this  entire  situation  was  uncalled  for  and  most  unfortunate.  It  is 
believed  that  this  damage  to  an  important  industry  of  the  Nation 
would  not  have  developed,  had  it  been  handled  properly  at  the  outset. 
Such  damage  can  be  and  should  be  avoided  in  the  future.  If  such 
action  becomes  necessary  in  the  future,  it  is  to  be  hoped  that  the 
industry  affected  can  be  protected  and  only  those  who  may  have 
violated  regulations  will  be  penalized. 

Further,  it  is  expected  that  responsible  officials  of  the  two  depart¬ 
ments — Agriculture  and  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare — will  work 
together  with  private  interests  so  that  they  can  all  share  in  the  respon¬ 
sibility  of  establishing  and  announcing  standards  to  be  followed  in 
the  use  of  chemicals  for  agricultural  purposes. 

The  Committee  also  feels  that  the  $10,000,000  indemnity  payment 
announced  by  the  President  is  not  a  proper  charge  against  Agriculture 
and  the  Department  of  Agriculture  should  not  be  expected  to  pick 
up  the  check  for  such  damages  in  the  future. 

AGRICULTURAL  RESEARCH  SERVICE 

The  Agricultural  Research  Service  conducts  the  production  and 
utilization  research  of  the  Department  (except  forestry  research), 
and  the  inspection,  disease  and  pest  control,  and  eradication  work 
associated  with  this  research. 

Research. — The  Committee  recommends  $67,934,000  for  the  re¬ 
search  programs  of  this  agency  during  the  fiscal  year  1961,  which  is 
$1,047,700  less  than  the  budget  estimate.  The  increase  of  $212,410 
over  funds  appropriated  for  1960  covers  several  essential  research 
, needs  for  the  coming  year. 

One  of  these  is  research  on  protection  from  flood  and  erosion, 
which  is  one  of  the  major  needs  of  our  nation.  Through  various 
programs,  the  Department  spends  over  $600  million  per  year  for  soil 
conservation  and  related  work.  This  is  exclusive  of  funds  provided 
to  the  Corps  of  Engineers,  and  the  Reclamation  Service.  Land 
owners  contribute  additional  amounts. 

For  several  years,  this  Committee  has  realized  the  necessity  for 
research  to  properly  support  the  action  programs  of  the  Department. 
The  Committee  therefore  has  provided  $950,000  for  establishment  of 
four  soil  and  water  conservation  research  facilities;  $600,000  for 
staffing  and  operation  of  the  new  Ames  Laboratory  which  will  be 
ready  for  operation  in  1961;  $250,000  for  expanded  research  on 
tobacco;  $250,000  for  research  on  chemicals  and  biological  measures 
to  reduce  or  avoid  hazards  from  pesticide  residues;  $700,000  for  addi¬ 
tional  utilization  research;  $125,000  to  enable  the  Department  to  in¬ 
crease  research  where  most  essential  at  existing  soil  and  water  con- 
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servation  research  facilities;  and  $496,400  to  cover  the  governments 
share  of  employee  health  benefits  pursuant  to  Public  Law  86-382. 

The  $950,000  included  for  additional  soil  and  water  conservation 
projects  includes  $250,000  for  research  on  improved  practices  for  con¬ 
servation  farming  and  ranching  in  the  southwest;  $350,000  to  establish 
a  national  center  for  basic  research  on  soil,  plant,  animal  and  human 
nutrition  relationships  in  the  northeast;  $200,000  to  expand  research 
on  hydrology  problems  in  the  southern  great  plains  area;  and  $150,000 
to  strengthen  existing  research  at  a  land-grant  college  in  the  north¬ 
west  area  where  an  acute  erosion  problem  is  causing  the  loss  of  soil 
at  an  alarming  rate. 

Production  of  tobacco  is  one  of  the  major  agricultural  industries  of 
the  country.  Tobacco  is  grown  on  a  total  of  approximately  1.2  million 
acres  in  22  States  and  is  a  major  source  of  income  in  8  of  these  States. 
Total  production  of  tobacco  in  1959  was  about  1.8  billion  pounds  which 
brought  over  $1  billion  cash  income  to  producers.  Tobacco  produces 
about  $2.5  billion  per  year  in  taxes,  $1.7  billion  of  which  goes  into  the/ 

Federal  Treasury.  ™ 

At  the  present  time,  the  tobacco  industry  faces  a  number  of  prob¬ 
lems,  including  fixed  price  ceilings,  fixed  acreage,  and  increased  labor 
costs,  which  now  total  65  percent  of  production  costs.  Work  methods 
used  in  tobacco  production  are  still  almost  entirely  manual  and  be¬ 
tween  400  and  500  hours  of  human  labor  is  required  to  produce  and 
harvest  an  acre  of  tobacco.  These  factors  make  it  imperative  that 
means  be  found  to  improve  and  mechanize  production  and  harvesting 
methods  and  techniques.  Therefore,  the  Committee  has  added  an 
additional  $250,000  for  such  research.  These  funds  should  be  used 
for  planning,  construction  and  equipping  greenhouses  and  special 
laboratories  for  tobacco  research  work  at  a  new  research  center  to  be 
established  in  Kentucky  from  State  appropriations  of  $1,000,000. 

One  of  the  most  promising  solutions  to  the  problem  of  spray  residues 
may  come  from  the  development  of  chemicals  and  biological  control 
measures  which  will  not  leave  spray  residues  on  the  food  marketed. 
In  view  of  the  need  to  develop  better  and  safer  pesticides  and  sprays, 
as  discussed  earlier  in  this  report,  the  Committee  has  included  an 
additional  $250,000  in  the  bill  for  1961  which  should  be  used  to  evalu¬ 
ate,  reorganize,  and  strengthen  the  programs  of  the  Department  in^ 
this  general  area.  Such  work  should  be  done  jointly  with  the  Depart- V 
ment  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare  and  the  various  private  chem¬ 
ical  producers  throughout  the  country.  Over  $6  million  is  now  being 
spent  annually  by  the  Department  for  research  on  insects  and 
chemicals  used  in  sprays  and  pesticides.  Information  furnished  to 
the  Committee  indicates  that  U.S.  chemical  companies  are  currently 
spending  another  $25  to  $30  million  annually  for  similar  research. 

The  1961  budget  estimate  includes  an  increase  of  $2,212,800  for 
utilization  research,  $1,512,800  by  direct  appropriation  and  $700,000 
by  curtailing  various  existing  research  activities  so  as  to  redirect 
funds  from  farm  research  to  utilization  research.  The  Committee 
recommends  the  sum  of  $900,000  for  this  purpose,  $700,000  to  come 
from  increased  appropriations  and  $200,000  to  be  obtained  by  redirec¬ 
tion  from  farm  research.  The  Committee  believes,  however,  that 
existing  stations  should  not  be  closed  in  working  out  this  redirection 
of  funds. 
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The  amount  included  in  the  bill  for  utilization  research  would 
provide  approximately  $200,000  for  research  on  cotton.  It  is  recom¬ 
mended  that,  from  this  amount,  the  Department  should  make  advance 
preparations  for  the  operation  of  the  Boll  Weevil  Laboratory  author¬ 
ized  last  year,  by  obtaining  personnel  to  be  used  on  existing  research 
projects  until  such  laboratory  is  ready  for  occupancy  early  in  fiscal 
year  1962.  It  is  further  recommended  that  the  balance  of  these 
funds  be  used  to  carry  out  essential  research  at  branch  laboratories 
located  at  Baton  Rouge,  La.,  College  Station,  Tex.,  and  Florence, 
S.C.,  and  to  strengthen  mechanical  stripper  and  gin  stand  research. 

The  special  fund  of  $1,000,000  of  unused  prior  year  funds  established 
last  year  to  provide  part  tune  sub-professional  help  on  a  contract  basis 
has  heen  continued  for  the  coming  fiscal  year. 

Plant  and  animal  disease  and  pest  control. — The  sum  of  $52,011,000 
is  recommended  for  the  coming  fiscal  year,  an  increase  of  $2,210,400 
over  fiscal  year  1959  and  an  increase  of  $3,235,400  over  the  budget 
estimate,  largely  for  the  brucellosis  eradication  program.  The 
amount  proposed  includes  increases  of  $75,000  to  put  on  a  full  year’s 
basis  the  regulatory  activities  under  the  Federal  Insecticide, Fungicide 
and  Rodenticide  Act:  $400,000  to  expand  the  plant  quarantine  in¬ 
spection  staff  at  ports  of  entry,  particularly  those  of  the  St.  Lawrence 
Seaway;  $150,000  for  staffing  the  New  Ames  Laboratory  to  be  opened 
in  1961;  $2,167,700  for  the  brucellosis  eradication  program;  and 
$306,000  for  employee  health  benefit  costs.  These  increases  are  offset 
by  decreases  of  $888,300  for  non-recurring  costs  of  screwworm  eradica¬ 
tion  and  transfer  of  leasing  costs  to  the  General  Services  Administration. 

During  the  hearings  this  year,  Departmental  and  other  witnesses 
testified  to  the  need  for  increased  quarantine  protection  to  prevent 
the  introduction  into  this  country  of  plant  and  animal  pests  and 
diseases.  The  Committee  recognizes  that  continually  increasing 
travel  and  foreign  commerce,  a  part  of  which  is  now  coming  directly 
into  the  Great  Lakes  area,  have  added  to  the  danger  of  such  intro¬ 
ductions.  It  is  expected  that  these  trends  will  continue. 

While  the  Committee  realizes  the  necessity  of  preventing  agri¬ 
cultural  pests  from  gaining  entry  into  this  country,  it  also  believes 
that  the  problem  can  be  met  without  steadily  rising  Federal  costs 
for  handling  this  problem.  The  Department  is  directed  to  work  out 
with  the  carriers,  representatives  of  industry,  and  other  agencies  and 
organizations  a  program  (1)  to  place  additional  responsibility  on  the 
carriers  to  provide  absolute  notice  to  all  travellers,  to  the  end  that 
any  person  who  may  bring  prohibited  articles  into  this  country  will 
have  wilfully  violated  such  restrictions,  and  (2)  to  provide  a  system  of 
fines  which  will  offset  this  increasing  cost  as  well  as  reduce  the  danger. 

In  view  of  the  fine  relationship  between  this  country  and  Canada, 
and  the  joint  interest  in  this  problem,  the  Committee  also  believes 
that  it  would  be  far  better  if  arrangements  were  worked  out  to  check 
all  incoming  ships  at  the  original  port  of  entry  of  the  St.  Lawrence 
Seaway.  This  should  prove  more  effective  and  more  economical  than 
the  procedures  presently  contemplated. 

The  Department  is  directed  to  report  to  the  Committee  next  year 
on  the  progress  which  has  been  made  in  these  matters. 

The  1961  budget  included  $15,582,300  for  brucellosis  eradication,  a 
reduction  of  $1,250,000  below  the  1960  appropriation.  A  great  deal 
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of  testimony  was  received  from  members  of  Congress  and  others  as  to 
the  urgent  need  for  further  expansion,  rather  than  reduction,  of  efforts 
by  the  Federal  Government  in  this  area.  In  addition,  information 
was  presented  to  show  that  the  reduced  level  of  expenditure  proposed 
for  1961  would  not  only  postpone  eventual  eradication  by  many  years, 
but  would  double  or  triple  the  cost  of  eventual  eradication.  In  view 
of  this  very  convincing  evidence  and  strong  support  for  the  expansion 
of  this  work,  the  Committee  has  included  a  total  of  $19,000,000  in 
the  bill  for  1961. 

Meat  inspection.—  The  bill  includes  $21,562,000  for  this  activity  for 
1961.  This  amount  provides  an  increase  of  $237,100  for  employee 
health  benefit  costs.  It  permits  the  continuation  of  meat  inspection 
activities  of  the  Department  at  the  1960  level  of  operation. 

"Foreign  currency  program. — The  1961  Budget  for  the  first  time  pro¬ 
poses  appropriations  for  the  use  of  foreign  currencies  generated  from 
sales  under  Title  I  of  Public  Law  480.  Previously  these  funds  have 
been  spent  without  the  usual  appropriation  controls.  The  estimates 
under  this  head  include  funds  for  market  development  research  under 
section  104(a)  and  agricultural  and  forestry  research  under  section 
104(k). 

The''Committee  recommends  $15,131,000  for  1961,  an  increase  of 
$3,074,500  over  funds  expected  to  be  used  for  these  purposes  in  fiscal 
year  1960.  Since  Public  Law  480  was  created  originally  to  develop 
and  expand  foreign  markets  for  U.S.  agricultural  products,  the  Com¬ 
mittee  feels  that  the  full  amount  is  justified.  Further,  it  feels  that 
the  use  of  foreign  currencies  for  market  development  and  related 
research  should  have  priority  over  other  purposes  for  which  such 
currencies  may  be  used  under  the  law. 

Construction  of  facilities. — Language  was  included  in  the  appro¬ 
priation  act  last  year  authorizing  the  transfer  of  the  land  used  by 
the  Entomology  Research  Laboratory  at  Orlando,  Fla.,  from  the 
Defense  Department  to  the  Department  of  Agriculture.  In  the  report, 
the  Committee  called  on  the  Department  to  select  possible  alternative 
sites  so  as  to  eventually  sell  this  valuable  land  for  commercial  use. 
The  1961  Budget  proposes  an  appropriation  of  $900,000  to  provide 
new  facilities  to  replace  those  located  on  the  property  at  Orlando 
proposed  for  sale. 

The  Committee  has  disallowed  the  proposed  appropriation  and 
has  included  in  lieu  thereof  language  which  will  permit  the  sale  of  these 
facilities  and  the  use  of  the  proceeds  for  the  establishment  of  a  new 
laboratory  at  whatever  site  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  may  determine. 

State  experiment  stations. — An  appropriation  of  $31,803,000  is  pro¬ 
posed  for  grants  to  State  experiment  stations  for  the  coming  fiscal  year. 
This  amount  includes  $31,553,000  for  payments  to  states  and  $250,000 
for  the  penalty  mail  costs  of  the  program. 

The  appropriation  recommended  continues  available  in  1961  the 
program  provided  for  1960,  the  appropriations  for  which  represent 
an  increase  of  150  per  cent  over  funds  provided  for  this  purpose  in  1952; 

EXTENSION  SERVICE 

The  cooperative  agricultural  extension  work  of  the  Department  aids 
in  making  available  to  the  people  of  the  United  States  useful  and  prac¬ 
tical  information  on  subjects  relating  to  agriculture  and  home  eco- 
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nomics  and  encourages  the  use  of  such  information.  The  work  is 
carried  on  by  incorporating  research  results,  technological  advance¬ 
ments,  and  other  facts  of  the  Department,  the  agricultural  colleges, 
and  the  experiment  stations  into  a  national  educational  program  to 
provide  the  means  by  which  people  can  solve  their  farm,  home,  market¬ 
ing  and  related  problems.  The  Extension  Service  is  financed  from 
Federal,  State,  county  and  local  sources,  and  the  use  of  funds  provided 
is  under  the  control  of  the  States.  The  funds  are  used  within  the 
States  for  employment  of  State  specialists,  county  agents,  home  dem¬ 
onstration  agents,  4-H  Club  agents,  and  others  who  conduct  among 
rural  people  joint  educational  programs  adapted  to  local  problems 
and  conditions. 

Payments  to  States  and  Puerto  Rico. — The  sum  of  $55,715,000  has 
been  included  in  the  bill  for  1961  for  this  purpose,  an  increase  of 
$2,000,000  over  funds  provided  for  fiscal  year  1960. 

The  budget  request  proposed  an  incres.se  of  $2,865,000  for  addi¬ 
tional  personnel  to  strengthen  and  expand  t?  e  rural  development  pro¬ 
gram.  The  increase  was  requested  for  additional  personnel,  to  pro¬ 
vide  rural  development  kelp  in  new  areas  similar  to  the  work  now  being 
carried  on  in  about  200  counties.  Tee  Committee  agrees  that  some 
attention  should  be  given  to  this  need  in  the  other  counties  of  the 
nation  not  now  covered.  It  feels,  however,  that  the  work  should  be 
performed  by  the  regular  extension  agents  and  work  force  in  such 
counties.  It  does  not  feel  that  the  building  up  of  a  separate  organiza¬ 
tion  or  additional  staff  to  carry  on  this  activity  is  advisable.  The 
Committee  has  therefore  provided  $2,000,000  for  such  regular  exten¬ 
sion  workers  as  may  be  needed  in  counties  which  desire  to  set  up  this 
program. 

A  number  of  States  have  used  the  substantial  increases  made  in 
this  item  in  recent  years  for  additional  personnel  at  the  State  and 
county  levels.  Many  of  these  States  have  failed  to  maintain  the 
salaries  of  county  agents  at  a  level  comparable  with  agents  in  other 
States.  In  sucli  States,  the  funds  in  this  bill  should  be  used  for  the 
present  number  of  employees  at  the  county  level  to  place  salaries  at 
a  level  comparable  with  other  States.  Testimony  before  the  Com¬ 
mittee  indicates  that  salary  increases  are  needed  in  22  States  to  main¬ 
tain  comparable  levels.  Further,  the  disproportionately  large  amount 
which  has  been  used  for  specialists  at  the  State  level  in  recent  years 
would  indicate  that  further  increases  for  that  purpose  are  not  war¬ 
ranted  at  this  time. 

In  discussing  economic  conditions  in  Agriculture  with  the  Director 
of  the  Extension  Service  during  the  hearings  this  year,  the  lack  of 
interest  by  young  people  in  farming  as  a  means  of  livelihood  was 
considered.  It  is  significant  to  note  the  gradual  decline  in  agricultural 
students.  Department  figures  found  on  page  527,  Part  1,  1961 
hearings,  show  that  only  31,722  out  of  411,437  undergraduate  students 
in  the  nation  were  enrolled  in  agricultural  courses  in  1959. 

Retirement  costs  for  extension  agents. — The  bill  includes  $5,875,000 
for  fiscal  year  1961,  an  increase  of  $200,625  over  1960  funds  and  a 
decrease  of  $86,000  in  the  budget  estimate.  The  additional  funds 
allowed  will  be  required  to  cover  the  Federal  share  of  retirement  costs 
for  the  increased  funds  allowed  for  county  extension  workers. 

Penalty  mail. — The  Committee  recommends  $2,490,000  for  penalty 
mail  costs  of  state  extension  directors  and  county  extension  agents 
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during  1961,  as  authorized  by  law.  This  is  approximately  the  same 
amount  as  was  provided  for  fiscal  war  I960. 

Federal  Extension  Service. — The  Federal  Extension  Service  provides 
for  leadership,  counsel  and  assistance  to  the  50  states  and  Puerto  Rico. 
As  of  November  30,  1959,  there  were  238  employees  in  this  organiza¬ 
tion,  231  of  whom  were  stationed  in  Washington. 

An  appropriation  of  $2,255,000  is  proposed  for  fiscal  year  1961. 
This  amount  provides  an  increase  of  $  1 2,460  over  1960  for  employee 
health  benefit  costs.  It  is  a  reduction  of  $137,660  in  the  budget 
estimates. 

FARMER  COOPERATIVE  SERVICE 

This  Service  conducts  research,  advisory  and  educational  work  with 
cooperatives  on  problems  of  organization,  financing,  management 
policies,  merchandising,  costs,  efficiency,  and  membership,  to  help 
farmers  who  are  members  of  such  organizations  improve  the  operations 
of  their  businesses.  It  cooperates  with  the  Extension  Service,  land- 
grant  colleges,  banks  for  cooperatives,  State  departments  of  agricul¬ 
ture,  and  other  agencies  to  bring  about  better  understanding  and 
application  of  sound  cooperative  principles  and  practices.  The  Serv¬ 
ice  also  advises  other  Federal  agencies  on  problems  relating  to  agricul¬ 
tural  cooperatives. 

The  Service  carries  on  its  work  through  three  program  divisions — 
Marketing,  Purchasing  and  Management  Services.  On  November  30, 
1959,  the  Service  had  110  employees,  all  stationed  in  Washington. 

The  sum  of  $620,000  is  recommended  for  the  coming  fiscal  year. 
This  includes  an  increase  of  $4,200  for  emploj^ee  health  benefit  costs. 
It  is  a  reduction  of  $24,650  in  the  budget  estimate. 

SOIL  CONSERVATION  SERVICE 

The  Soil  Conservation  Service  assists  soil  conservation  districts  and 
other  cooperators  in  bringing  about  physical  adjustments  in  land  use 
that  will  conserve  soil  and  water  resources,  provide  for  agricultural 
production  on  a  sustained  basis,  and  reduce  damage  by  floods  and  sedi¬ 
mentation.  The  Service  also  develops  and  carries  out  special  drainage, 
irrigation,  flood  prevention,  and  watershed  protection  activities  in 
cooperation  with  soil  conservation  districts,  watershed  groups,  and 
other  Federal  and  State  agencies  having  related  responsibilities. 

Conservation  operations. — During  the  current  fiscal  year,  soil  con¬ 
servation  assistance  has  been  provided  for  30  new  districts  which  have 
come  into  existence.  It  is  expected  that  an  additional  20  districts  will 
be  organized  in  1961,  which  will  bring  the  total  to  2,911  districts  by 
June  30,  1961. 

The  Committee  recommends  an  appropriation  of  $83,132,000  for 
the  coming  year,  an  increase  of  $810,000  over  the  1960  appropriation 
and  an  increase  of  $250,000  oyer  the  budget  estimate.  Of  the  increase 
over  1960,  $600,000  is  required  to  cover  employee  health  benefit 
costs.  This  is  offset  by  a  transfer  of  leasing  costs  of  $40,000  to  the 
General  Services  Administration.  The  balance  of  the  increase, 
$250,000,  is  provided  to  meet  the  increasing  needs  for  technical  assist¬ 
ance,  particularly  lor  the  20  new  districts  expected  to  be  organized 
next  year. 
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As  this  program  continues  to  expand  throughout  the  country, 
added  attention  must  be  given  to  the  increased  possibility  that  areas 
which  can’t  justify  separate  soil  conservation  services  should  be  or¬ 
ganized  into  existing  districts.  The  Department  is  cautioned  to  watch 
future  expansion  closely,  therefore,  to  make  certain  that  new  districts 
brought  into  the  program  serve  a  genuine  conservation  need. 

Funds  have  been  included  under  this  item  for  1961  for  the  con¬ 
version  of  activities  at  Coffeeville,  Mississippi,  to  a  plant  materials 
center  in  the  mild,  temperate  zone  of  the  upper  coastal  plain.  Land, 
buildings,  and  equipment  are  now  owned  by  the  Federal  Government. 

Watershed  protection  and  hood  prevention. — For  watershed  protec¬ 
tion,  the  bill  carries  an  appropriation  for  1961  of  $32,000,000.  Dur¬ 
ing  the  1960  fiscal  year,  a  total  of  $32,276,964  is  available  for  this 
program,  including  an  appropriation  of  $22,750,000  and  a  carryover 
of  unused  funds  from  fiscal  year  1959  of  $9,526,964.  The  amount 
of  $32,000,000  included  in  this  bill,  therefore,  will  make  available 
approximately  the  same  amount  for  fiscal  year  1961.  The  amount 
is  sufficient  to  restore  the  planning  funds  available  in  1960  and  to 
finance  a  total  of  42  planning  parties  during  the  next  year. 

Testimony  before  the  Committee  indicates  that  more  than  1,200 
communities  throughout  the  nation  have  requested  help  in  developing 
watershed  plans.  It.  further  shows  that  assistance  has  been  author¬ 
ized  for  about  500  of  these,  that  some  200  plans  have  been  approved, 
and  that  construction  has  started  on  about  half  of  these.  In  view  of 
the  large  number  of  applications  still  awaiting  plans,  and  in  view  of 
the  1  irge  number  of  approved  projects  awaiting  construction  funds, 
the  Committee  has  increased  the  watershed  protection  funds  above 
the  amounts  requested.  In  the  opinion  of  the  members  of  the  Com¬ 
mittee,  the  amount  of  interest  in  this  program  in  all  areas  of  the 
country,  and  the  urgent  need  for  increased  attention  to  the  conserva¬ 
tion  of  the  soil  and  water  resources  of  this  country,  warrant  even 
larger  amounts  than  those  recommended  in  the  bill. 

For  the  flood  prevention  work  in  the  eleven  major  watersheds  au¬ 
thorized  by  the  Flood  Control  Act  of  1944,  the  Committee  has  in¬ 
cluded  an  appropriation  of  $18,000,000,  the  same  as  provided  for 
fiscal  year  1960. 

Legislation  just  enacted  authorizes  additional  works  of  improve¬ 
ment  in  accordance  with  the  provisions  of  section  4  of  the  Watershed 
Protection  and  Flood  Prevention  Act  in  connection  with  the  11  water¬ 
shed  improvement  programs  provided  for  by  the  Flood  Control  Act 
of  1944.  It  also  authorizes  the  making  of  loans  to  cover  the  local 
share  of  both  the  flood  prevention  and  non-flood  prevention  features 
of  these  11  watersheds.  Therefore,  language  has  been  included  to 
make  the  flood  prevention  appropriation  available  for  these  purposes. 

As  pointed  out  in  last  year’s  report,  the  work  under  this  program 
has  lagged  far  behind  that  envisioned  when  the  program  was  initiated 
in  1944.  It  now  appears  that  this  flood  prevention  work,  which  was 
originally  estimated  to  take  15  years  to  complete,  will  take  40  years 
or  more  to  complete  at  the  present  rate  of  progress.  If  slowed  down 
even  more,  as  proposed  in  the  1961  budget,  this  time  could  be  extended 
another  10  years. 
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Floods  in  the  United  States  cause  damages  of  more  than  $1  billion 
per  year.  The  Department  of  Agriculture  estimates  that  about  56 
percent  of  all  these  damages  occur  in  upstream  watersheds,  primarily 
to  agricultural  interests.  It  is  estimated  that  the  212  approved 
Public  Law  566  projects  covering  12.5  million  acres  will  reduce  average 
annual  Hood  damages  of  $16  million  by  78  percent.  In  the  11  author¬ 
ized  flood  prevention  watersheds  covering  30  million  acres,  the  pro¬ 
grams,  now  30  percent  installed,  will  reduce  the  $40  million  annual 
liood  bill  by  more  than  three-fourths  when  completed. 

The  severe  April-June  1957  floods  in  Texas,  Oklahoma,  and  Arkan¬ 
sas  caused  $159  million  damages  in  upstream  watersheds  alone. 
Small  watershed  programs  completed  on  less  than  2  percent  of  the 
area  prevented  losses  of  more  than  $2  million.  If  all  upstream  water¬ 
sheds  had  been  treated,  70  percent  of  the  losses  equal  to  $109  million 
could  have  been  prevented.  Even  though  56  percent  of  total  flood 
losses  occur  in  upstream  watersheds,  Federal  appropriations  have 
provided  about  63  dollars  for  flood  control  on  main  streams  to  every 
one  dollar  for  upstream  watershed  flood  prevention. 

Great  Plains  conservation  'program.  The  bill  includes  the  full  budget 
estimate  of  $10,000,000  for  fiscal  year  1961.  This  will  permit  the 
continuation  of  the  program  at  the  1960  level  of  operation. 

AGRICULTURAL  CONSERVATION  PROGRAM 

The  purposes  of  this  program  include  restoring  and  improving  soil 
fertility,  reducing  erosion  caused  by  water  and  wind,  and  conserving 
water  on  the  land.  To  effectuate  these  purposes,  the  agricultural 
conservation  program  offers  cost-sharing  assistance  to  individual 
farmers  and  ranchers  for  carrying  out  approved  soil  building  and  soil 
and  water  conserving  practices  on  their  farms.  The  Federal  assist¬ 
ance  represents  only  a  part  of  the  cost  of  performing  the  practice. 
The  farmer  bears  the  balance  of  the  cost — 50  percent  on  the  average — 
and  in  addition  often  supplies  the  labor  necessary  to  carry  out  the 
practice. 

An  appropriation  of  $242,000,000  is  included  in  the  1961  bill  for 
payments  earned  under  the  program  authorized  in  the  1960  Appro¬ 
priation  Act.  This  amount,  which  is  a  reduction  of  $600,000  below 
the  budget  estimates,  is  believed  to  be  adequate  to  meet  all  commit¬ 
ments  under  the  1960  program.  The  amount  recommended  is  the 
minimum  which  must  be  provided,  however,  since  commitments  under 
the  1960  program  authorization  are  binding  upon  the  Government 
and  the  Congress. 

The  Committee  also  has  restored  the  authorization  for  the  1961 
program  to  the  $250  million  level.  This  is  the  fifth  time  since  1952 
that  the  budget  has  proposed  to  reduce  the  size  of  this  program.  In 
every  year  but  one,  Congress  has  restored  the  full  $250  million  level 
of  operations.  Declining  farm  income  makes  it  imperative  that  the 
nation  continue  this  program  to  prevent  further  depletion  of  the 
nation’s  soil. 

As  has  been  pointed  out  in  prior  years,  this  program  provides  the 
primary  financial  support  for  the  entire  conservation  effort  of  the 
Department.  The  program  has  about  l’i  million  participants  each 
year,  which  represents  25  percent  of  all  farming  units  in  the  United 
States.  F urther,  it  gets  conservation  work  done  at  much  less  cost  to  the 
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Government  than  other  programs  such  as  the  Conservation  Reserve 
and  the  Great  Plains  program.  The  average  ACP  payment  per 
participant  is  less  than  $250  and  the  cost  per  acre  averages  about  G0^, 
as  compared  with  payments  under  the  Great  Plains  Program  of  $4,0C0 
per  farmer  and  $2  per  acre. 

The  budget  proposes  the  elimination  of  the  proviso  inserted  last 
year  placing  restrictions  on  the  distribution  of  ACP  funds  among 
counties.  It  will  be  recalled  that  this  language  is  designed  to  prevent 
changes  in  fund  allocations  as  a  means  of  forcing  the  elimination  of 
practices  which  might  otherwise  be  included  by  a  county  in  its  list 
of  approved  practices.  The  Committee  has  retained  the  language  for 
1961.  It  is  of  the  opinion  that  State  committees  can  make  changes 
from  1958  allocations  on  a  reasonable  basis  by  exercising  their  author¬ 
ity  to  reallocate  funds  among  counties  as  fund  requirements  change. 

Several  years  ago,  the  Congress  provided  additional  funds  to  bring 
the  salaries  of  county  ASC  employees  more  nearly  in  line  with  salaries 
of  other  Federal  employees  throughout  the  country.  The  Committee 
believes  these  employees  should  have  benefits  similar  to  other  full 
time  workers.  This,  however,  will  take  legislation.  However,  the 
Committee  does  believe  that  county  committees  should  have  the  right 
to  keep  salaries  of  county  office  employees  in  line  with  salaries  of  other 
Federal  emplo}!'ees  of  comparable  qualifications  from  savings  effected 
by  not  filling  vacancies.  The  Department  is  requested  to  authorize 
such  action. 

AGRICULTURAL  MARKETING  SERVICE 

The  Agricultural  Marketing  Service  aids  in  advancing  the  orderly 
and  efficient  marketing  and  the  effective  distribution  of  products  from 
the  Nation’s  farms.  The  domestic  marketing  and  distribution  func¬ 
tions  of  the  Department  are  centered  in  this  Service.  The  Adminis¬ 
trator  is  also  responsible  for  the  coordination  of  all  statistical  work 
of  the  Department.  The  functions  of  the  Service  include  the  following: 
marketing  research;  analyses  of  economic  data;  crops  and  livestock 
estimates;  market  news  services;  inspection,  grading,  classing,  and 
standardization  of  farm  products;  freight  rate  services;  regulatory 
activities;  cooperative  programs  in  marketing;  the  School  Lunch 
Program;  removal  of  surplus  agricultural  commodities;  and  marketing 
agreements  and  orders. 

Marketing  research  and  service. — An  appropriation  of  $43,153,000  is 
recommended  for  1961,  including  $16,315,000  for  marketing  research 
and  agricultural  estimates  and  $26,S3S,000  for  marketing  services. 
The  amounts  proposed  are  $11,100  over  the  budget  estimate  and 
$1,685,900  over  the  1960  appropriation. 

The  increase  provided  for  the  marketing  research  and  agricultural 
estimates  appropriation  includes  $750,000  to  initiate  a  long-range 
program  to  improve  crop  and  livestock  estimating  services;  $50,000 
to  provide  for  agricultural  estimating  services  in  Hawaii  and  Alaska; 
and  $102,500  for  employee  health  benefit  costs. 

The  increase  for  marketing  services  provides  $50,000  for  more 
effective  supervision  of  grain  inspection;  $40,000  to  strengthen  en¬ 
forcement  of  the  Federal  Seed  Act;  $31,000  for  initiation  of  market 
news  services  in  California  and  Louisiana;  $500,000  for  additional 
poultry  inspection;  and  $207,600  for  employee  health  benefits.  These 
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are  offset  by  a  reduction  of  $45,200  due  to  transfer  of  leasing  costs  to 
the  General  Services  Administration. 

A  total  of  $10,796,000  has  been  included  for  poultry  inspection 
during  the  coming  fiscal  year.  This  is  an  increase  of  $500,000  over 
funds  provided  for  1960  to  be  used  to  provide  inspection  at  poultry 
products  processing  plants  as  deemed  by  the  Department  to  be 
necessary  to  the  protection  of  public  health.  This  action  has  been 
taken  by  the  Committee  in  order  to  provide  additional  protection  to 
the  consumers  of  the  Nation. 

Considerable  testimony  has  been  received  by  the  Committee  indi¬ 
cating  the  need  for  additional  research  funds  for  this  agency  to  expand 
cotton  quality  evaluation  research  at  Clemson,  South  Carolina  and 
Lubbock,  Texas,  and  to  undertake  additional  types  of  research  to 
improve  cotton  fiber,  to  develop  improved  instruments  for  measuring 
cotton  quality,  and  to  learn  more  about  how  cotton  fiber  performs 
during  the  weaving  and  finishing  processes. 

The  Committee  is  unable  to  provide  additional  funds  at  this  time 
for  this  purpose.  It  recognizes  the  importance  of  this  problem,  how¬ 
ever,  and  feels  that  work  along  these  lines  should  be  undertaken  during 
the  next  year.  It  recommends,  therefore,  that  the  additional  work 
proposed  at  Clemson  and  Lubbock  be  undertaken  by  the  redirection 
of  funds  from  present  research  on  costs  and  margins  of  marketing 
cotton,  and  cottonseed  economic  studies  and  evaluations.  It  further 
recommends  later  in  this  report  that  basic  fiber  research,  instrument 
development,  and  studies  of  weaving  and  finishing  facilities  be  under¬ 
taken  on  a  contract  basis  through  the  use  of  Commodity  Credit  Cor¬ 
poration  funds  available  for  research  purposes. 

At  the  request  of  this  Committee  several  years  ago,  the  Depart¬ 
ment  made  a  thorough  study  of  the  need  for  improved  accuracy  in 
crop  and  livestock  estimates.  The  results  of  this  study  indicated 
the  need  for  a  concrete  plan  to  improve  the  source,  quantity  and 
method  of  gathering  statistical  information.  The  additional  $750,000 
provided  in  this  bill  is  for  the  first  step  toward  this  end.  The  Depart¬ 
ment  should  make  a  start  on  such  a  program  and  should  implement 
such  start  so  as  to  meet  the  need  within  3  or  4  years.  The  Committee 
has  taken  this  action  since  accurate  and  reliable  crop  and  livestock 
estimates  are  urgently  needed  in  view  of  the  many  problems  facing 
agriculture. 

Payments  to  States  and  possessions. — The  full  budget  estimate  of 
$1,195,000  is  recommended  for  the  coming  fiscal  year.  This  is  the  same 
amount  as  appropriated  for  fiscal  year  1960.  Payments  under  this 
appropriation  are  made  on  a  matched  fund  basis  to  State  and  terri¬ 
torial  marketing  agencies  for  programs  designed  to  get  into  practical 
use  improved  methods  and  practices  in  the  marketing  of  farm  products. 

The  Committee’s  attention  has  been  called  to  several  types  of  work 
under  this  program  which  appear  to  be  of  questionable  value.  The 
Department  is  requested  to  carefully  review  all  projects  under  this 
activity  in  cooperation  with  the  various  States  involved  to  make 
certain  that  the  funds  provided  for  fiscal  year  1961  are  used  only  for 
the  most  productive  type  of  marketing  work. 

School  lunch  program. — The  Committee  recommends  an  appropri¬ 
ation  of  $110,000,000  for  fiscal  year  1961.  This  is  the  full  budget 
estimate  and  is  the  same  amount  as  appropriated  for  1960.  In  addi¬ 
tion,  the  Committee  recommends  the  transfer  of  $45,000,000  from 
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section  32  funds  to  be  used  to  purchase  meats  and  other  foods  needed 
to  provide  balanced  school  lunches.  This  will  provide  a  minimum 
of  $155,000,000  for  this  program  for  1961,  which  should  also  be  supple¬ 
mented  by  other  transfers  of  surplus  foods  from  Sections  32  and  416. 

This  program  provided  noonday  meals  to  over  30  per  cent  of  the 
nation’s  39,480,000  school  children  in  1959.  The  program  served 
an  average  of  over  10.7  million  children  during  the  1959  school  year, 
with  a  peak  participation  of  over  12  million  in  one  month. 

Total  funds  spent  for  school  lunches  and  the  special  milk  program 
during  the  current  fiscal  year,  including  Federal,  State  and  local 
contributions,  and  commodities  furnished  from  Federal  sources,  are 
estimated  at  $1  077  billion.  This  represents  a  sizeable  market  for 
agricultural  products  and  is  an  important  contribution  to  the  health 
and  welfare  of  the  nation’s  school  children. 

FOREIGN  AGRICULTURAL  SERVICE 

The  Foreign  Agricultural  Service  develops  plans  and  policies 
related  to  the  administration  of  the  foreign  affairs  and  interests  of 
United  States  agriculture.  It  gathers,  analyzes  and  disseminates  to 
American  agriculture  basic  information  on  foreign  marketing  of 
United  States  agricultural  products.  It  coordinates  and  directs  a 
worldwide  agricultural  attache  service  with  particular  emphasis  on 
the  development  of  markets  for  American  products  and  on  trade 
reporting  from  foreign  areas  designed  to  aid  American  farmers  and 
exporters. 

Salaries  and  expenses. — The  budget  estimate  provides  a  total  of 
$7,176,300  for  this  activity  during  the  coming  fiscal  year.  Of  this 
amount,  $4,637,300  is  requested  as  a  direct  appropriation  and 
$2,539,000  is  requested  as  a  transfer  from  Section  32  funds. 

The  Committee  recommends  funds  for  fiscal  year  1961  of  $6,940,000, 
an  increase  of  $928,700  over  1960  funds  and  a  decrease  of  $190,300 
in  the  budget  estimate.  Of  this  amount,  $4,447,000  is  provided  by 
direct  appropriation  and  $2,493,000  is  provided  by  transfer  from  Sec¬ 
tion  32.  The  increase  includes  an  additional  $800,000  to  cover  by 
direct  appropriation  for  the  first  time  certain  attache  expenses  paid 
in  prior  years  from  foreign  currency  allocations;  $110,000  for  new 
attache  posts  in  several  Eastern  European  and  North  African  coun¬ 
tries;  and  $18,700  for  employee  health  benefits. 

Foreign  currency  program. — This  appropriation,  which  appears  in 
the  1961  bill  for  the  first  time,  provides  funds  for  the  purchase  of 
foreign  currencies  for  purposes  of  market  development  under  section 
104(a)  of  Public  Law  480  and  participation  in  agricultural  and  horti¬ 
cultural  exhibitions  under  section  104 (m)  of  that  Act.  Heretofore 
funds  have  been  used  for  these  purposes  from  Budget  Bureau  alloca¬ 
tions  rather  than  annual  Congressional  appropriations,  l 

An  appropriation  of  $14,621,000  is  recommended  for  fiscal  year 
1961,  an  increase  of  $8,777,622  over  funds  available  for  1960.  As 
explained  in  connection  with  a  similar  item  under  the  Agricultural 
Research  Service,  the  Committee  feels  that  the  use  of  these  foreign 
currencies  for  the  expansion  of  foreign  markets  for  U.S.  agricultural 
commodities,  as  intended  by  Congress  when  Public  Law  480  was 
adopted,  is  of  primary  importance. 
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These  appropriations  arc  intended  to  give  effect  to  the  legislative 
policy  established  by  the  Congress  in  section  104(a)  of  the  Agricultural 
Trade  Development  and  Assistance  Act,  which  directs  (1)  that  there 
be  set  aside  for  market  development  purposes  from  sales  proceeds  and 
loan  repayments  an  amount  not  less  than  the  equivalent  of  5  per 
centum  of  the  total  sales  made  under  Title  I  after  September  29,  1959; 
and  (2)  that  special  effort  be  made  in  entering  into  sale  and  loan  agree¬ 
ments  to  provide  for  sufficient  convertibility  to  obtain  the  currencies 
needed  for  use  in  countries  which  offer  a  reasonable  potential  of 
becoming  dollar  markets  for  U.S.  agricultural  commodities. 

The  countries  which  offer  the  best  market  possibilities  are  fre¬ 
quently  those  where  sales  are  made  for  dollars  rather  than  for  foreign 
currencies  under  Public  Law  4S0.  Therefore,  foreign  currencies  are 
not  always  available  in  those  countries  where  most  needed.  The 
funds  appropriated  by  this  paragraph  are  not  restricted  to  the 
purchase  of  currencies  in  those  countries  which  have  excess  currencies 
or  which  may  be  classified  by  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  as  excess 
to  other  uses'.  Such  funds  may  be  used  to  purchase  the  currencies 
of  the  countries  vdiere  market  potentials  exist  or  to  purchase  cur¬ 
rencies  which  are  convertible  into  the  currencies  of  such  countries. 

In  order  to  make  certain  that  foreign  currencies  are  available  in 
those  countries  with  market  potentials  and  where  market  development 
work  is  most  likely  to  be  effective,  the  Committee  has  included 
language  in  the  bill  to  set  aside  currencies  for  this  purpose  as  provided 
by  the  amendment  to  section  104(a)  of  Public  LawT  480  adopted 
last  year. 

It  has  come  to  the  attention  of  the  Committee  that  there  is 
discrimination  against  United  States  pork  in  some  foreign  markets 
because  of  the  use  of  live  virus  to  combat  hog  cholera  in  this  country. 
It  is  understood  that  the  use  of  sterile  virus  is  just  as  successful  and 
will  not  penalize  U.S.  pork  in  foreign  markets.  The  Department  is 
directed  to  investigate  and  report  to  the  Committee  next  year  on 
steps  which  should  be  taken  to  meet  this  problem. 

COMMODITY  EXCHANCE  AUTHORITY 

The  objectives  of  this  Agency  are  to  prevent  commodity  price 
manipulations  and  market  corners;  prevent  dissemination  of  false 
and  misleading  crop  and  market  information;  protect  hedgers  and 
other  users  of  the  commodity  futures  markets;  insure  the  benefits  of 
membership  privileges  on  contract  markets  to  cooperative  associations; 
insure  trust-fund  treatment  of  margin  moneys  and  equities  of  hedgers 
and  other  traders;  and  provide  information  to  the  public  regarding 
trading  operations  and  contract  markets. 

The  bill  carries  an  appropriation  of  $930,000  for  fiscal  year  1961. 
This  is  a  reduction  of  $11,325  in  the  budget  estimate.  The  increase 
of  $20,500  includes  $14,000  to  expand  investigations  of  abuses  and 
unlawful  market  practices,  and  $6,500  for  employee  health  benefit 
costs. 

Recent  investigations  of  trading  on  three  different  commodity 
exchanges  have  revealed  rather  widespread  trade  practice  violations 
on  each  of  them.  The  increase  proposed  will  permit  more  frequent 
investigations  of  these  markets  and  more  effective  enforcement  of  the 
Commodity  Exchange  Act. 
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COMMODITY  STABILIZATION  SERVICE 

The  Commodity  Stabilization  Service  has  responsibility  for  the 
operation  of  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation,  the  acreage  allot¬ 
ment  and  marketing  quota  program,  the  Sugar  Act,  the  International 
Wheat  Agreement,  the  ASC  State  and  county  offices,  and  various 
related  activities.  Also  the  conservation  reserve  program  of  the  Soil 
Bank  is  now  administered  by  this  agency. 

Acreage  allotments  and  marketing  quotas. — The  fidl  budget  estimate 
of  $40,135,000  is  provided  for  1961.  This  is  a  decrease  of  $400,000 
below  funds  provided  for  fiscal  year  1960,  including  $1,400,000  ap¬ 
propriated  in  the  Second  Supplemental  Appropriation  Act,  1960. 

In  addition  to  other  activities  of  this  program,  the  funds  allowed 
will  enable  the  Department  to  check  up  to  75  percent  of  the  upland 
cotton  crop  during  fiscal  year  1961  as  a  basis  for  issuance  of  market¬ 
ing  certificates,  as  required  by  law. 

Sugar  Act  Program. — The  Committee  recommends  the  full  budget 
estimates  of  $74,500,000  for  1961,  an  increase  of  $3,000,000  over  the 
1960  appropriation.  This  increase  for  mandatory  payments  to  sugar 
producers  is  based  on  a  projected  increase  of  287,500  tons  of  sugar  in 
1960  over  1959  production. 

Payments  are  made  to  domestic  producers  of  sugar  beets  and  sugar 
cane  who  comply  with  certain  special  requirements.  To  finance 
these  payments,  a  tax  of  50  cents  per  hundred  pounds  is  imposed  on 
all  beet  and  cane  sugar  processed  in  or  imported  into  the  continental 
United  States  for  direct  consumption. 

During  the  period  1938-1959,  collections  from  excise  taxes  and  im¬ 
ports  have  exceeded  payments  by  $404.6  million. 

Conservation  reserve  'program. — An  appropriation  of  $310,000,000  is 
provided  to  pay  off  obligations  incurred  under  1960  and  prior  year 
programs.  This  is  a  reduction  of  $51,783,000  below  the  budget  esti¬ 
mate  and  is  $25,000,000  below  funds  provided  for  fiscal  year  1960. 

Justifications  presented  to  the  Committee  indicate  that  a  balance 
of  $30,000,000  of  prior  year  appropriations  will  be  available  in  1961 
for  payments  to  producers.  The  1961  appropriation  has,  therefore, 
been  reduced  by  this  amount.  Further,  funds  included  for  Com¬ 
modity  Stabilization  Service  operating  expenses  at  the  national,  state, 
and  county  levels  appear  to  be  overstated  in  the  budget  and  have  been 
reduced  accordingly. 

In  a  report  released  last  December,  the  Comptroller  General  of  the 
United  States  stated  that  5.4  million  acres,  or  23  percent  of  the  land 
retired  under  the  conservation  reserve  had  no  history  of  crop  produc¬ 
tion  in  prior  years.  He  further  stated  that,  based  on  a  national  aver¬ 
age  rental  rate  of  $10  per  acre,  the  payments  on  such  land  have 
amounted  to  $54  million  annually,  or  about  $270  million  over  the 
5-year  average  life  of  the  contracts.  The  Committee  is  gratified  to 
learn  that,  beginning  with  the  1960  contracts,  greater  restrictions  have 
been  placed  on  eligibility  requirements  for  land  placed  in  the  conserva¬ 
tion  reserve.  It  is  disappointed  and  shocked  by  the  fact,  however, 
that  such  large  sums  of  money  have  been  expended  without  real 
reduction  in  production. 

In  view  of  the  findings  of  the  Comptroller  General,  the  Committee 
contemplates  that  the  Department  will  review  all  contracts  now  in 
force  and  will  use  every  means  available  to  recover  in  such  cases. 
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Where  there  have  been  misrepresentations  as  to  prior  production 
records,  or  other  substantial  misrepresentations,  contracts  should  bo 
cancelled  and  money  erroneously  paid  should  be  recovered.  Where 
contracts  represent  a  bad  financial  arrangement  for  the  Government, 
even  though  valid,  efforts  should  be  made  to  work  out  a  cancellation 
arrangement  and  settlement  in  order  to  avoid  further  expense  to  the 
Government.  In  expectation  of  some  savings  from  such  an  effort, 
the  Committee  has  reduced  the  1961  appropriation  an  additional 
$20,000,000. 

The  legislative  authorization  for  this  program  expires  at  the  end 
of  the  current  year.  Therefore,  no  authorization  is  included  in  the 
bill  for  a  1961  conservation  reserve  program. 

FEDERAL  CROP  INSURANCE  CORPORATION 

Crop  insurance  offered  to  agricultural  producers  provides  protection 
from  losses  caused  by  unavoidable  natural  hazards,  such  as  insect 
and  wildlife  damage,  plant  diseases,  fire,  drought,  flood,  wind,  and 
other  weather  conditions.  It  does  not  indemnify  producers  for  losses 
resulting  from  negligence  or  failure  to  observe  good  farming  practices. 

The  1961  bill  carries  an  appropriation  for  this  program  of  $6,376,000, 
which  is  the  same  amount  as  was  provided  for  the  current  fiscal  year. 

In  addition,  authority  is  provided  for  the  Corporation  to  spend 
$2,630,000  from  its  premium  income  for  administrative  costs  in  fiscal 
year  1961.  This  provides  an  increase  over  1960  of  $300,000.  Em¬ 
ployee  health  benefit  costs  will  require  $31,400  of  this  amount.  The 
balance  is  required  to  expand  this  program  to  35,000  new  crops  and 
15  new  counties  in  the  coming  year. 

The  program  is  operating  in  865  counties  in  fiscal  year  1960  and  is 
expected  to  be  extended  to  880  counties  in  1961.  the  program  for 
1961  contemplates  425,000  crops  insured  as  compared  to  390,000  in 
1960.  During  the  eleven  years  that  the  program  has  been  operating 
on  a  limited  experimental  basis,  premiums  have  exceeded  indemnities 
by  about  $2  million. 

RURAL  ELECTRIFICATION  ADMINISTRATION 

The  Rural  Electrification  Administration  was  established  by 
Executive  Order  in  1935  to  make  loans  for  the  extension  of  central 
station  electric  service  to  unserved  rural  people.  The  agency  was 
continued  by  the  Rural  Electrification  Act  of  1936  and  became  a 
part  of  the  Department  of  Agriculture  in  1939.  In  1949,  the  Act 
was  amended  to  authorize  REA  to  make  loans  for  the  purpose  of 
furnishing  and  improving  telephone  service  to  rural  areas.  Loans 
for  construction  of  electric  and  telephone  facilities  are  self  liquidating 
within  a  period  of  not  to  exceed  thirty-five  years,  including  interest. 

Loan  authorization. — The  1961  Budget  proposed  authorizations  of 
$110,000,000  for  electrification  loans  and  $80,000,000  for  telephone 
loans.  No  contingency  fund  was  included.  The  Committee  recom¬ 
mends  the  full  budget  estimate  for  both  programs.  It  further  recom¬ 
mends  a  contingency  fund  of  $50,000,000  for  each  program. 

It  is  estimated  that  the  Department  will  begin  fiscal  year  1961  with 
$235  million  of  electrification  applications  on  hand  and  will  receive 
further  applications  during  1961  of  $217  million,  making  a  total  of 
$452  million  for  consideration  in  1961.  It  is  further  estimated  that 
$110  million  of  prior  year  loan  funds  will  be  carried  over  into  fiscal 


AGRICULTURAL  APPROPRIATIONS,  1961 


35 


year  1961.  This  carryover,  plus  the  $160  million  recommended  in 
this  bill  (including  the  contingency  fund),  will  provide  a  total  of  $270 
million  to  meet  this  need  in  1961.  A  total  of  $245  million  of  electrifica¬ 
tion  loans  are  expected  to  be  made  in  the  current  fiscal  year. 

For  the  telephone  program,  it  is  estimated  that  applications  totalling 
more  than  $135  million  will  be  on  hand  at  the  beginning  of  fiscal  year 
1961  and  that  additional  applications  of  $120  million  will  be  received 
during  the  year,  making  total  applications  of  $255  million  for  con¬ 
sideration  in  1961.  The  amount  provided  in  the  bill,  $130  million 
(including  the  contingency  authorization)  will  meet  about  half  of  this 
need.  Telephone  loans  will  total  $105  million  in  fiscal  year  1960. 
There  will  be  no  carryover  of  1960  telephone  loan  funds  into  1961 
fiscal  year. 

Collections  on  electrification  loans  in  1960  are  expected  to  be  $157 
million.  This  amount  should  be  even  larger  in  fiscal  year  1961,  and 
should  equal  or  exceed  the  $160  million  authorized  for  loans  in  the  bill 
for  1961.  The  repayment  record  of  this  program  is  still  amazingly 
good,  despite  low  farm  income.  Delinquencies  of  more  than  30  days 
are  only  $400,000 — about  thirteen-thousandths  of  1  percent  of  loans 
outstanding. 

Salaries  and  expenses. — The  full  budget  estimate  of  $9,632,000  is 
proposed  for  administrative  expenses  for  the  coming  fiscal  year.  This 
is  the  same  amount  as  appropriated  for  fiscal  year  1960. 

FARMERS  HOME  ADMINISTRATION 

The  Farmers  Home  Administration  performs  the  following  major 
activities:  (1)  makes  direct  and  insured  farm  ownership  loans  to 
farm  tenants,  farm  laborers,  share  croppers  and  other  individuals 
for  the  purchase,  enlargement  or  development  of  family  type  farms; 
(2)  makes  production  and  subsistence  loans  to  farmers  and  stockmen 
for  farm  operating  expenses  and  other  farm  needs,  including  the  fi¬ 
nancing  of  indebtedness  and  family  subsistence;  (3)  makes  direct  and 
insured  soil  and  water  conservation  loans  for  the  development  and 
utilization  of  water  supplies  and  for  the  improvement  of  farm  lands 
by  soil  and  water  conserving  facilities  and  practices;  (4)  makes  emer¬ 
gency  loans  to  farmers  and  stockmen  in  designated  areas  where  dis¬ 
aster  has  caused  need  for  agricultural  credit  not  readily  available 
from  other  sources;  (5)  makes  farm  housing  loans  for  construction, 
improvement,  alteration,  repair  or  replacement  of  dwellings  and  other 
farm  buildings;  and  (6)  makes  watershed  loans  to  local  organizations 
for  installing,  repairing  or  improving  works  of  improvement  and 
water  storage  facilities,  purchasing  sites  or  rights-of-way  and  for 
related  costs  of  watershed  projects.  Technical  guidance  in  planning 
and  canying  out  sound  farm  operations  is  provided  farmers  on  the 
basis  of  their  individual  problems  and  needs.  No  loans  are  made  to 
applicants  who  can  secure  adequate  credit  from  other  sources  at 
reasonable  rates. 

Loan  authorizations. — For  the  lending  programs  of  this  agency  for 
fiscal  year  1961,  the  bill  includes  total  loan  authorizations  of 
$227,000,000.  This  authorization  includes  $26,900,000  for  farm 
ownership  loans,  $197,100,000  for  farm  operating  loans,  and  $3,000,000 
for  soil  and  water  conservation  loans.  The  amounts  recommended 
for  ownership  and  operating  loans  are  the  same  as  the  amounts  to  be 
loaned  in  fiscal  year  1960.  In  addition,  the  bill  includes  a  $40,000,000 
contingency  authorization.  Not  to  exceed  $5,000,000  of  this  may  be 
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used  for  farm  ownership  loans  and  the  balance  is  available  for  the  farm 
operating  loan  program. 

Evidence  before  the  Committee  indicates  that  credit  for  agricultural 
purposes  is  very  tight  and  that  interest  rates  are  increasing  rapidly. 
In  many  areas  of  the  country,  commercial  credit  is  no  longer  available 
to  farmers.  It  is  reported  that  some  production  credit  associations 
of  the  Farm  Credit  Administration  are  charging  up  to  8  and  9  percent 
for  agricultural  credit,  and  the  general  average  appears  to  be  between 
6  ancl  7  per  cent. 

These  factors  have  forced  many  farmers  to  turn  to  the  Farmers 
Home  Administration  which  was  established  to  provide  credit  to 
farmers  who  had  no  other  source  of  credit.  It  is  to  meet  this  increas¬ 
ing  need  that  the  Committee  has  restored  the  1960  level  for  loans 
and  has  provided  the  contingency  authorization  mentioned  above. 
The  Committee  feels  it  essential  that  this  organization  be  in  a  position 
to  assist  in  the  adjustment  many  farmers  are  having  to  make  due  to 
depressed  conditions  in  Agriculture.  The  Committee  notes  that  the 
full  $20  million  contingency  provided  for  1960  has  been  used  and 
more  is  needed. 

Of  the  original  authorization  of  $450  million  provided  in  Public 
Law  1020,  approved  August  7,  1956,  for  farm  housing  loans,  an  unused 
balance  of  $297  million  is  expected  to  be  available  in  fiscal  year  1961. 
The  Department  estimates  that  it  will  use  only  $25  million  of  this 
amount  in  the  coming  year.  The  balance  of  the  authorization  will 
be  available,  however,  if  needed  to  meet  unanticipated  demands  for 
farm  housing  loans. 

It  has  come  to  the  attention  of  the  Committee  that  this  organiza¬ 
tion  has  established  two  sets  of  standards  for  housing  loans — one  set 
for  counties  which  are  participating  in  the  Rural  Development  Pro¬ 
gram,  and  another  set  for  the  other  rural  counties  of  the  nation. 
Many  of  the  members  of  the  Committee  feel  that  citizens  of  other 
than  rural  development  counties  should  have  the  same  opportunities 
and  directs  the  Department  to  change  its  practices  and  procedures  to 
that  end. 

As  has  been  pointed  out  in  previous  years,  the  Committee  feels 
that  the  Department  lias  the  obligation  to  handle  farm  ownership 
credit  on  a  basis  which  will  protect  both  the  borrower  and  the  national 
interest.  In  granting  funds  for  farm  ownership  loans,  the  Committee 
believes  it  to  be  highly  desirable  that  the  most  careful  discretion  be 
used  to  prevent  placing  an  undue  debt  burden  upon  borrowers.  The 
continuation  of  the  so-called  price-cost  squeeze  coupled  with  high 
land  values  has  affected  the  ability  of  some  borrowers  to  repay  loans. 
The  needs  of  borrowers  who  wish  credit  to  expand  their  holdings  in 
order  to  create  more  economical  farming  units  should  be  given  priority. 

Salaries  and  expenses. — The  Committee  has  approved  $30,500,000 
for  the  administrative  costs  of  this  program  for  fiscal  year  1961.  This 
is  $244,750  less  than  appropriated  for  the  current  year  and  $967,650 
less  than  the  budget  estimate.  In  addition  to  this  appropriation,  this 
organization  will  also  have  $1,000,000  available  in  1961  from  the  Farm 
Tenant  Mortgage  Insurance  Funds  for  administrative  expenses.  Also 
funds  for  administrative  expenses  are  available  from  the  Disaster  Loan 
Revolving  Fund  as  needed.  In  1960,  transfers  for  administration  of 
disaster  loans  will  exceed  $3,000,000. 

While  the  total  loan  volume  of  this  agency  continues  to  increase 
due  to  reduced  farm  income,  there  are  still  a  number  of  areas  where 
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there  are  few  applications  and  little  or  no  need  for  FHA  field  offices. 
The  administrative  funds  have  been  reduced,  therefore,  with  the 
request  that  the  Administrator  re-examine  his  field  operations  so  as 
to  reduce  or  eliminate  offices  wherever  possible. 

OFFICE  OF  THE  GENERAL  COUNSEL 

This  Office  performs  all  legal  work  arising  from  the  activities  of 
the  Department.  The  General  Counsel  represents  the  Department 
in  many  administrative  proceedings  for  the  promulgation  of  rules 
having  the  force  and  effect  of  law;  in  quasi-judicial  hearings  held  in 
connection  with  the  administration  of  various  programs  and  acts; 
and  in  proceedings  before  the  Interstate  Commerce  Commission 
involving  freight  rates  and  practices  relating  to  farm  commodities. 
He  serves  as  general  counsel  for  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation 
and  the  Federal  Crop  Insurance  Corporation.  In  addition,  he  reviews 
criminal  cases  arising  under  the  programs  of  the  Department  for 
referral  to  the  Department  of  Justice. 

The  sum  of  $3,358,000  is  recommended  for  fiscal  year  1961  for  this 
office.  The  increase  of  $195,975  above  the  1960  appropriation  is 
provided  to  meet  the  employee  health  benefit  costs  of  this  organiza¬ 
tion  and  to  handle  the  increased  workload  related  to  the  legal  work 
of  the  various  marketing  and  regulatory  activities  of  the  Department. 

OFFICE  OF  THE  SECRETARY 

The  Office  of  the  Secretary  includes  such  staff  offices  of  the  Depart¬ 
ment  as  the  immediate  Office  of  the  Secretary,  the  Office  of  Personnel, 
the  Office  of  Budget  and  Finance,  the  Office  of  Plant  and  Operations, 
the  Office  of  Hearing  Examiners,  the  Office  of  Administrative  Man¬ 
agement,  and  the  National  Agricultural  Advisory  Commission. 

The  Committee  recommends  the  fidl  budget  estimate  of  $2,899,500 
for  the  coming  year.  This  is  an  increase  of  $18,500  over  1960,  all 
of  which  is  required  to  meet  employee  health  benefit  costs  in  fiscal 
year  1961. 

OFFICE  OF  INFORMATION 

The  Office  of  Information  has  general  direction  and  supervision 
over  all  publications  and  other  information  activities  of  the  Depart¬ 
ment.  The  Office  publishes  the  Yearbook  of  Agriculture,  the  Annual 
Report  of  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  the  Department  Directory, 
and  the  Department  List  of  Publications.  It  handles  the  distribution 
of  farm  bulletins  and  requests  for  information  received  in  the  Depart¬ 
ment.  It  also  produces  motion  pictures,  chart  and  graphic  materials 
and  photographic  work  for  the  Department  and  other  Government 
agencies  through  reimbursement. 

The  bill  for  fiscal  year  1961  includes  a  recommended  appropriation 
of  $1,478,000  for  the  work  of  this  office.  This  is  an  increase  of 
$46,335  above  1960  funds,  which  includes  $6,335  for  employee  health 
benefit  costs  and  $40,000  to  meet  the  increased  demands  on  this  office 
for  information  services,  including  (1)  policy  clearance  and  review 
of  processed  publications,  (2)  regionalized  radio  tape  service,  and  (3) 
cataloging  and  distributing  agricultural  photographs. 

Considerable  interest  lias  been  expressed  by  members  of  Congress 
and  others  in  the  1959  yearbook  called  “Food”,  in  view  of  its  appeal 
to  city  consumers  as  well  as  agricultural  people.  The  demand  has. 
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become  so  large  that  a  reprint  appears  necessary.  It  is  estimated 
that  it  will  cost  $180,000  for  a  full  reprint  or  $90,000  for  half  an 

edition.  ,  .  ,  .  r 

The  sum  of  $213,000  is  included  m  the  bill  for  printing  of  an  agri¬ 
cultural  yearbook.  The  Committee  recommends  that  half  an  edition 
of  “Food”  be  reprinted  and  that  the  number  of  copies  of  the  1961 
Yearbook  on  seeds  be  reduced  to  permit  publishing  and  release 
within  the  remaining  funds  available  for  yearbook  purposes. 

LIBRARY 

The  Library  procures  and  preserves  all  information  concerning 
Agriculture.  Under  the  act  establishing  the  Department  of  Agricul¬ 
ture,  it  serves  as  the  National  Agricultural  Library. 

The  sum  of  $895,000  is  proposed  for  1961  by  the  Committee. 
This  is  an  increase  of  $63,100  over  1960,  which  includes  $6,880  for 
employee  health  benefit  costs  and  $56,220  for  (a)  processing  gift,  and 
exchange  material  and  making  it  available  for  use,  (b)  improving 
bibliographic  service,  and  (c)  providing  for  additional  purchases  of 

publications.  .  ...  , 

In  order  to  meet  the  research  needs  of  the  various  divisions  and 
agencies  of  the  Department  adequately,  some  additional  staff  is  re¬ 
quired  to  make  books  and  publications  in  the  library  more  readily 
accessible  and  to  assist  scientists  and  researchers  in  locating  material 
needed.  Therefore,  the  Committee  has  approved  the  increases  pro¬ 
posed  in  the  budget  for  1961. 

The  Department  of  Agriculture  has  in  its  library  valuable  tech¬ 
nical  documents.  The  Committee  desires  that  steps  be  taken  to 
preserve  the  information  in  space  that  is  suitable  and  adequate.  It 
is  desirable  that  immediate  steps  be  taken  to  provide  desirable  work¬ 
ing  space  for  employees.  The  Department  is'  urged  to  correct  the 
present  situation  where  light  and  ventilation,  as  well  as  crowded 
inadequate  shelving  and  space,  make  it  difficult  to  provide  proper 
cleanliness  and  efficient  operation. 

COMMODITY  CREDIT  CORPORATION 

The  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  was  organized  on  October 
17,  1933.  Until  1939,  it  was  managed  and  operated  in  close  affiliation 
with  the  Reconstruction  Finance  Corporation.  In  July  1939  it  was 
transferred  to  the  Department  of  Agriculture  by  the  President’s 
Reorganization  Plan  Number  1.  Under  the  Commodity  Credit 
Corporation  Charter  Act  of  1948,  it  was  established  as  an  instrumen¬ 
tality  of  the  United  States  under  a  permanent  Federal  charter. 
The  Corporation  engages  in  buying,  selling,  lending  and  other  activi¬ 
ties  with  respect  to  agricultural  commodities,  then-  products,  food, 
feeds,  and  fibers,  for  the  purpose  of  stabilizing,  supporting,  and 
protecting  farm  income  and  prices;  assisting  in  the  maintenance  of 
balanced  and  adequate  supplies  of  such  commodities;  and  facilitating 
their  orderly  distribution.  The  Corporation  also  makes  available 
materials  and  facilities  required  in  connection  with  the  production 
and  marketing  of  such  commodities. 

Also  the  funds  and  facilities  of  the  Corporation  have  been  utilized 
to  carry  out  surplus-disposal  programs  and  other  special  activities 
outside  of  its  regular  functions,  for  which  it  is  authorized  to  be  reim- 
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bursed.  These  special  activities  include  the  International  Wheat 
Agreement,  emergency  famine  relief  to  friendly  peoples  under  Title 
II  of  Public  Law  480,  sales  for  foreign  currencies  under  Title  I  of 
Public  Law  480,  transfer  of  bartered  materials  to  supplemental  stock¬ 
pile  under  the  Agricultural  Act  of  1956,  grain  for  migratory  waterfowl 
under  the  Act  of  July  3,  1956,  and  grading  and  classing  of  cotton  and 
tobacco. 

Restoration  of  capital  impairment. — The  sum  of  $1,226,500,000  is 
recommended  for  restoration  of  capital  impairment  of  the  Corpora¬ 
tion.  This  includes  $632,000,000  for  realized  losses  through  June  30, 
1959,  and  $594,500,000  for  losses  incurred  through  December  31, 
1959.  This  is  a  reduction  of  $98,500,000  in  the  1961  budget  estimate. 

A  breakdown  of  the  realized  losses  for  the  fiscal  year  1959,  for  which 
$575,000,000  was  provided  in  the  Second  Supplemental  Appropriation 
Act,  1960,  and  $632,000,000  is  included  in  this  bill,  is  as  follows: 

[In  millions] 


Price  support  program: 

Basic  commodities _  $567 

Mandatory  non-basic  commodities _  198 

Other  non-basic  commodities _  46 

Strategic  materials _  —6 


Total,  price  supports _  805 

Commodity  export  program _  132 

Interest,  administrative  and  other  (net) _  195 

Special  milk  program _  75 


Total,  realized  losses _  1,  207 


Data  furnished  by  the  Department  shows  that  $620  million  (about 
half)  of  this  realized  loss  is  for  price  support  transactions.  The  bal¬ 
ance  represents  payments  to  non-farm  people  for  storage,  transporta¬ 
tion,  administration  and  interest. 

The  mounting  storage  costs  of  the  Corporation  have  been  discussed 
at  length  earlier  in  this  report.  In  that  discussion,  action  is  urged  to 
bring  such  costs  in  line  with  the  value  of  commodities  stored.  On 
March  16,  1960,  the  Department  proposed  a  lower  rate  schedule  for 
storing  price-support  grain.  Estimates  placed  in  the  record,  page  666, 
part  3,  1961  hearings,  indicate  that  an  estimated  $98,500,000  can  be 
saved  if  this  reduction  is  put  into  effect.  With  the  expectation  that 
the  Corporation  will  reduce  storage  charges  as  proposed  and  otherwise 
improve  storage  practices  during  the  coming  year,  the  Committee  has 
reduced  this  item  by  the  estimated  saving  of  $98,500,000. 

The  basic  charter  of  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  contains 
authority  for  research  on  commodities  with  which  it  deals.  One  of 
the  purposes  of  such  researcli  is  to  minimize  or  eliminate  the  losses  on 
commodities  in  CCC  inventories.  Information  furnished  the  Com¬ 
mittee  shows  that  CCC  funds  are  now  being  used  for  research  on 
grain.  In  1959,  $146,575  was  used  for  this  purpose  and  it  is  estimated 
that  $142,100  will  be  spent  in  fiscal  year  1960. 

The  Committee  believes  that  the  Corporation  should  continue  this 
type  of  research,  particularly  with  reference  to  the  major  commodities. 
It  also  feels  that  contracts  to  meet  specific  problems  are  much  more 
sound  than  an  overall  increase  of  permanent  employees  for  this  type 
of  work.  It  believes,  however,  that  such  research  activities  should  be 
handled  so  as  not  to  incur  unusually  excessive  costs  or  endanger  the 
market  for  existing  business  concerns  for  any  industrial  products 
involved. 
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The  recent  proposal  to  sell  30  million  bushels  of  corn  for  experimen¬ 
tation  with  processes  for  making  alcohol  from  grain  on  a  commercial 
basis  is  a  case  in  point.  The  cost  to  CCC  of  this  project  may  reach 
$20  million,  which  appears  excessive  m  view  of  the  doubtful  value  ot 
the  project.  Studies  of  the  Department  have  demonstrated  con¬ 
clusively  that  corn  would  have  to  sell  for  around  26 cents  a  bushel  to 
compete  as  a  source  of  industrial  alcohol.  Iheretoie,  since  it  is  un¬ 
likely  that  this  approach  can  ever  produce  results,  it  seems  inadvisable 
to  disrupt  the  markets  of  those  presently  in  the  business  of  producing 
alcohol,  in  order  to  conduct  further  research  on  this  type  of  project. 

Dramatic  progress  has  been  made  toward  mechanizing  the  cotton 
industry  since  World  War  II.  But  advancing  techniques  have  also 
brought  with  them  serious  problems.  Mechanically  harvested  cotton 
contains  more  “trash”  than  carefully  handpicked  cotton.  More  in¬ 
tensive  gin-cleaning  treatment  has  become  necessary  for  removal  ol 
the  extra  “trash”.  These  have  had  a  damaging  effect  on  cotton 
quality.  Further,  modern  machinery  at  spinning  mills  has  created  a 
need  for  improved  quality  of  cotton. 

All  of  these  developments  have  made  present  grades  and  standards 
for  cotton  inadequate.  As  a  result,  an  acute  need  has  developed  for 
improved  cotton  quality  and  better  standards  foi  grading  raw  cotton 
as  it  moves  from  the  producer  to  the  processor.  The  Commodity 
Credit  Corporation  would  benefit  substantially  from  such  improved 
standards.  The  Committee  recommends,  therefore,  that  basic  fiber 
research,  instrument  development,  and  studies  ol  weaving  and  finish- 
ing  facilities  be  undertaken  during  the  coming  fiscal  year  on  a  con¬ 
tract  basis  from  CCC  funds  available  for  such  research. 

A  problem  concerning  subsidies  paid  on  flour  exports  has  also  come 
to  the  attention  of  the  Committee.  According  to  testimony  received, 
the  practices  now  being  followed  by  the  Department  are  distorting 
the  price  and  supply  of  low-grade  flour  and  causing  the  importation  of 
wheat  gluten.  Also,  they  are  resulting  in  little  or  no  increase  of 
exports  of  high-grade  flour,  for  which  purpose  such  subsidies  were 
established.  It  is  requested  that  the  Department  study  this  matter 
and  report  to  the  Committee  by  July  1,  1960. 

Reimbursement  for  special  activities . — Appropriations  totalmg  $1,- 
443,634,000  are  recommended  to  reimburse  CCC  for  the  cost  of  these 
various  special  programs  through  June  30,  1960.  The  amount 
recommended  is  an  increase  of  $175,536,500  over  the  appropriation  for 
this  purpose  for  fiscal  year  1960.  A  further  breakdown  of  costs 
for  fiscal  years  1959  and"  1960  and  funds  recommended  for  1961  is  as 
follows : 


Project 

1959 

(1958  costs) 

1960 

(1959  costs) 

1961 

(1960  estimated 
costs) 

International  Wheat  Agreement - 

Emergency  famine  relief  to  friendly  peoples - 

Sales  of  surplus  agricultural  commodities  for  foreign 

$80,  800, 000 
119, 270, 000 

1, 033, 515, 000 
18, 506 
82, 250, 335 

19, 390, 100 

1,  510, 870 

$47, 404, 779 
96,  601, 678 

968, 016, 000 
17, 363 
129, 000, 000 

1, 036, 192 

608, 926 
25, 412,  562 

$32, 572, 000 
107, 094, 000- 

881, 000, 000 
18, 000 
422,  950, 000 

Grain  for  migratory  waterfowl  feed _ 

Transfer  of  bartered  materials  to  supplemental  stockpile. 
Advances  to  Agricultural  Research  Service  for  animal 

disease  eradication  activities - - - — — 

Advances  to  Agricultural  Marketing  Service  for  classing 

cotton  and  grading  tobacco - - - 

Unobligated  balance -  - - 

Total  appropriation  or  estimate - 

1, 336, 754, 811 

1,268,097,500 

1, 443, 634, 000 
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As  has  been  pointed  out  previously,  these  activities  are  carried  on 
outside  of  the  regular  functions  of  the  Corporation.  Its  funds  and 
facilities  are  used  merely  as  a  convenient  means  of  financing  these 
programs.  They  are  not  related  in  any  way  to  the  price  support  pro¬ 
gram  of  the  Corporation. 

Administrative  expenses. — The  bill  for  1961  includes  an  authorization 
of  $44,726,000  for  administrative  expenses  of  the  Corporation  during 
the  coming  fiscal  year.  This  is  an  increase  of  $2,326,000  over  the  1960 
limitation  and  is  $3,702,000  less  than  the  budget  estimates. 

The  sum  proposed  includes  an  additional  $326,000  for  employee 
health  benefit  costs  and  $2,000,000  to  provide  a  contingency  reserve 
to  enable  the  Corporation  to  meet  unforeseeable  increases  in  workload 
during  the  next  year. 

The  heavy  workload  volume  of  the  new  cotton  program  which  was 
begun  in  1960  is  expected  to  continue  in  1961.  Acquisitions  of  grain 
in  1961  are  estimated  to  be  heavier  than  in  1960  due  to  a  384  million 
bushel  increase  in  takeovers  from  the  1959  corn  crop;  wheat  loans, 
)  acquisitions  and  disposals  in  1961  are  also  expected  to  exceed  those  in 
' 1960. 


Since  price  support  is  mandatory  for  many  commodities,  and  the 
volume  of  loans  and  purchases  cannot  be  controlled,  the  provision  of 
a  contingency  reserve  as  mentioned  above  appears  necessary. 


FARM  CREDIT  ADMINISTRATION 

The  Farm  Credit  Administration  provides  supervision,  examination, 
facilities  and  services  to  the  coordinated  system  of  farm  credit  banks 
and  corporations  which  make  loans  to  farmers  and  their  cooperatives. 
It  was  originally  created  in  1933  and  was  transferred  to  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Agriculture  in  1939.  It  was  reestablished  as  an  independent 
agency  by  the  Farm  Credit  Act  of  1953. 

The  bill  includes  an  administrative  expense  limitation  of  $2,480,000 
for  the  Farm  Credit  Administration  for  fiscal  year  1961,  which  is  the 
amount  included  in  the  budget  estimates.  The  increase  of  $170,000 
over  the  1960  limitation  is  required  to  cover  the  full  year  cost  of  the 
transfer  of  37  employees  from  the  Federal  Land  Bank  payroll  to  the 
Farm  Credit  Administration  payroll  authorized  by  the  Farm  Credit 
Act  of  1959.  These  are  employees  of  the  Farm  Credit  Administra¬ 
tion  who  have  been  paid  by  the  Federal  land  banks  as  a  matter  of  con¬ 
venience.  No  increase  in  cost  or  number  of  employees  is  involved. 

The  bill  also  includes  language  which  authorizes  expenditures 
necessary  in  the  liquidation  of  the  Federal  Farm  Mortgage  Corpora¬ 
tion  and  the  sale  of  its  mineral  reservations.  All  Government  capital 
has  been  repaid. 

GENERAL  PROVISIONS 

The  general  provisions  contained  in  the  accompanying  bill  for  fiscal 
year  1961  are  essentially  the  same  as  those  included  in  previous  ap¬ 
propriation  bills,  with  the  exception  of  section  408  which  is  new. 

Section  401  authorizes  the  purchase  of  337  passenger  motor  vehicles 
in  fiscal  year  1961  as  compared  to  425  authorized  for  1960.  This  will 
permit  the  replacement  of  332  worn  out  vehicles  and  will  finance  the 
purchase  of  five  new  cars  required  by  the  Agricultural  Research  Service 
at  new  field  research  stations. 

Section  408  includes  language  discussed  earlier  in  this  report  which 
requires  that  officers  and  directors  of  the  Commodity  Credit  Corpora¬ 
tion  be  paid  from  the  funds  of  the  Corporation. 


42 


AGRICULTURAL  APPROPRIATIONS,  1961 


Limitations  and  Legislative  Provisions 

The  following  limitations  and  legislative  provisions  not  heretofore 
carried  in  any  appropriation  act  are  included  in  the  bill: 

On  page  3,  in  connection  with  the  Agricultural  Research  Service: 

Provided  further,  That  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  may  sell  the 
Entomology  Research  Laboratory  at  Orlando,  Florida,  in  such 
manner  and  upon  such  terms  and  conditions  as  he  deems  advan¬ 
tageous  and  the  proceeds  of  such  sale  shall  remain  available 
until  expended  for  the  establishment  of  an  entomology  research 
laboratory:  Provided  further,  That  in  the  establishment  of  such 
laboratory  the  Secretary  may  acquire  land  therefor  by  donation 
or  exchange; 

On  page  5,  in  connection  with  the  Special  Foreign  Currency  Program: 

Provided,  That  the  dollar  value  of  the  unexpended  balances,  as 
of  June  30,  1960,  of  allocations  of  foreign  currencies  heretofore 
made  available  to  the  Agricultural  Research  Service  for  the 
foregoing  purposes  of  section  104(a)  is  appropriated  as  of  that 
date  and  shall  be  merged  with  this  appropriation: 

On  page  7,  in  connection  with  the  Extension  Service: 

Provided  further,  That  all  of  the  additional  funds  provided 
herein  shall  be  used  to  meet  expenses  at  the  county  level. 

On  page  9,  in  connection  with  the  Soil  Conservation  Service: 

Provided  further,  That  not  to  exceed  $600,000  of  the  amount 
appropriated  under  this  head  for  fiscal  year  1960  may  be  used 
to  employ  conservation  aides  and  other  nonprofessional  person¬ 
nel  on  a  part-time  or  contract  basis,  and  the  amount  so  used 
may  be  transferred  to  and  merged  with  this  appropriation. 

On  page  17,  in  connection  with  the  Agricultural  Marketing  Service: 

Provided,  That  the  Department  is  hereby  authorized  and  di¬ 
rected  to  make  such  inspection  of  poultry  products  processing 
plants  as  it  deems  essential  to  the  protection  of  public  health 
and  to  permit  the  use  of  appropriate  inspection  labels  where  it 
determines  from  such  inspection  that  such  plants  operate  in  a 
manner  which  protects  the  public  health,  and  not  less  than 
$500,000  shall  be  available  for  this  purpose. 

On  page  19,  in  connection  with  the  Special  Foreign  Currency 
Program: 

Provided,  That  the  dollar  value  of  the  unexpended  balances,  as 
of  June  30,  1960,  of  allocations  of  foreign  currencies  heretofore 
made  available  to  the  Foreign  Agricultural  Service  for  the  fore¬ 
going  purposes  of  such  section  10 4  (a)  and  (m)  is  appropriated 
as  of  that  date  and  shall  be  merged  with  this  appropriation: 

On  page  20,  in  connection  with  the  Conservation  Reserve  Program: 

with  which  may  be  merged  the  unexpended  balances  of  funds 
heretofore  appropriated  for  soil  bank  programs: 
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On  page  26,  in  connection  with  the  Office  of  Information: 

and  for  reprinting  the  1959  yearbook  “Food”  for  the  use  of  the 
Senate  and,  House  of  Representatives,  respectively,  of  one  hundred 
and  sixteen  thousand  five  hundred  and  twenty-five  copies  ( for 
which  not  to  exceed  $90,000  shall  be  available): 

On  page  29,  in  connection  with  reimbursement  to  Commodity 
Credit  Corporation  for  costs  of  special  activities: 

Provided,  That  the  unexpended  balances  of  funds  heretofore  pro¬ 
vided  for  the  various  purposes  under  this  head  may  remain 
available  until  expended  for  the  purposes  for  which  appro¬ 
priated  and  may  be  merged  with  the  funds  provided  in  this 
paragraph. 

On  page  30,  in  connection  with  the  limitation  on  administrative 
expenses  of  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation: 

Provided  further,  That  no  part  of  these  funds  may  be  used  to 
formulate  or  administer  a  program  which  provides  for  reclassing 
of  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  cotton  after  time  of  sale  to 
private  individuals  or  organizations: 

On  page  34,  in  connection  with  the  General  Provisions: 

Sec.  408.  No  part  of  the  funds  appropriated  by  this  Act 
shall  be  used  to  pay  the  compensation  of  any  employee  or  officer 
of  the  Department,  except  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  who,  in 
addition  to  other  regularly  assigned  responsibilities ,  serves  as  a 
member  of  the  board  of  directors  or  as  an  officer  of  the  Commod¬ 
ity  Credit  Corporation  after  February  1,  1961. 
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MINOR  TTY  VIEWS  OF  H.  CARL  ANDERSEN 


The  proposed  changes  involved  in  the  renegotiation  of  the  Uniform 
Grain  Storage  Agreement  have  raised  several  serious  questions  of 
concern. 

Inquiries  made  by  Members  of  the  Subcommittee  in  the  Upper  Mid¬ 
west  indicated  very  serious  effects  of  the  proposed  rates  under  the  new 
Agreement  upon  producers,  country  elevators,  and  the  grain  trade  in 
general.  Although  reports  regarding  excessive  profits  in  connection 
with  the  storage  of  CCC  commodities  were  confirmed,  it  is  believed 
that  these  are  relatively  few  in  actuality.  Furthermore,  responsible 
spokesmen  for  the  storage  industry  indicated  that  it  would  be  possible 
for  a  few  individuals  or  companies  to  continue  to  make  excessive  profits 
even  at  the  proposed  reduced  rates. 

However,  the  impact  of  reduced  rates  upon  producers  who  have 
resealed  commodities  in  on-farm  storage,  country  elevators,  and  the 
responsible  grain  trade  in  general  makes  highly  questionable  in  my 
opinion  the  advisability  of  effectuating  the  new  terms  and  conditions 
as  proposed  by  the  Department. 

In  view  of  the  many  questions  as  yet  unanswered  and  the  vigorous 
objections  raised  by  responsible  producers  and  elevator  men  who  have 
not  been  shown  to  receive  excess  profits  and  also  in  recognition  of  the 
fact  that  Congress  is  currently  considering  payment-in-kind  and  re¬ 
lated  legislation  to  liquidate  substantially  the  CCC  stocks  now  in 
storage,  I  recommend  that  the  Department  delay  for  one  year  the 
effectuation  of  any  new  Uniform  Grain  Storage  Agreement  in  order  to 
permit  further  study  by  all  parties  affected.  I  also  recommend  that 
the  Department  explore  alternative  possibilities  such  as  legislation  to 
authorize  the  renegotiation  and  recapture  of  excessive  profits  and 
steps  which  might  be  taken  to  protect  producers  and  country  elevators 
from  the  serious  economic  effects  which  would  surely  follow  the  adop¬ 
tion  of  the  proposed  new  Agreement. 
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COMPARATIVE  STATEMENT  OF  APPROPRIATIONS  FOR  1960  AND  ESTIMATES  AND  AMOUNTS  RECOMMENDED 

IN  BILL  FOR  1961 
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1  In  addition,  $43,657,248  transferred  from  Section  32  funds  in  fiscal  year  1960,  transfer  of  $40,000,000  budgeted  for  fiscal  year  1961, 
and  $45,000,000  recommended  in  bill  for  1961. 

2  In  addition,  $2,493,000  transferred  from  Section  32  funds  in  fiscal  year  1960,  transfer  of  $2,539,000  budgeted  for  fiscal  year  1961,  and 
$2,493,000  recommended  in  bill  for  1961. 

3  Includes  $1,400,000  appropriated  in  Second  Supplemental  Appropriation  Act,  1960. 
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5.  FOOD.  ''Sen.  Yarborough  inserted  an  article  by  Dr.  R.  L.  Skrabanek,  "Food  for  jthe. 
Future  \-  Looking  Ahead  to  A.  D.  2010."  pp.  9126-7 

.6.  LEGISLATIVE  PROGRAM.  Sen.  Johnson  announced  that  the  following  bills  hav4  been 
cleared  forvearly  consideration:  H.  R.  11510,  the  mutual  security  authorization 
bill  conference  report;  S.  910,  payments  in  lieu  of  taxes  on  Federal  j4roperty; 

S.  2168,  use  Of  oleomargarine  by  the  Navy;  and  H.  R,  4601,  to  limit  Ao  national 
security  cases ''prohibition  on  payment  of  retirement  annuities.  He/stated  that 
the  policy  committee  would  consider  S.  2759,  the  wheat  bill,  at  an  early  date. 

He  stated  that  he\does  not  expect  any  bills  from  the  Agricultur/^ and  Forestry 
Committee  to  be  considered  this  week,  but  S,  3044,  the  multiple  use  management 
forest  bill,  may  beVonsidered  next  week.  He  expects  the  next  bill  to  be  re¬ 
ported  by  the  Senate  Appropriations  Committee  to  be  the  agricultural  appropria¬ 
tion  bill,  and  stated  chat  the  Senate  Civil  Service  Committee  will  await  House 
action  on  a  Federal  pay  raise  bill.  pp.  9142-3 


3, 


HOUSE 

17.  AGRICULTURAL  APPROPRIATION  BILL,  1961.  The  House  began  and  concluded  general 

debate  on  this  bill,  H.  R.  12117,  but  final  action  on  the  bill  was  deferred 
until  Wed.,  May  11.  pp.  9145-92 

18.  FARM  PROGRAM.  Rep.  Broomfield  criticized  the  f&rm  program  and  the  agricultural 

appropriation  bill  for  1961,  stating^ the  solution  to  the  farm  problem  is 
"getting  the  Federal  Government  out  o^  the /price  control  and  subsidy  business." 
pp.  9208-9 

L9.  RECLAMATION.  The  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs  Committee  reported  with  amend¬ 
ment  H.  R.  5098,  to  provide  for  the  application  and  disposition  of  net  revenues 
from  the  power  development  on  the  G^ond  Valley  Federal  reclamation  project, 
Colo.  (H.  Rept.  1594).  p.  9210 

20.  LANDS.  The  Interior  and  Insular /Affairs  Committee  reported  with  amendment 

H.  R.  11706,  to  authorize  an  extension  of  time  far  final  proof  of  qualifica¬ 
tions  of  certain  entrymen  un^dr  the  desert  land  lays  (H.  Rept.  1595).  p.  9210 

21.  MINERALS.  The  Interior  and/lnsular  Affairs  CommitteeNreported  with  amendment 

H.  R.  8860,  to  stabilize /the  mining  of  letd  and  zinc  by  small  domestic  pro¬ 
ducers  on  public,  India/,  and  other  lands  (H.  Rept.  159iQ .  p.  9210 

22.  PERSONNEL.  The  Judiciary  Committee  reported  without  amendment  H.  R.  4271,  to 
validate  the  salary/overpayments  made  to  certain  Federal  employees  incident  to 
the  salary  adjustment  provisions  of  the  Federal  Employees  Salary  Increase  Act 
of  1955  (H.  Rept/  1599).  p.  9211 

23.  LEGISLATIVE  PROGRAM.  The  "Daily  Digest"  states  that  on  Wed.,  May\ll,  the  House 
will  conside/' the  conference  report  on  H.  R.  11510,  the  mutual  seoprity 
authorization  bill,  followed  by  additional  consideration,  under  5-n^rmte  rule, 
of  the  agyrcultural  appropriation  bill  for  1961.  p.  D396 

ITEMS  IN  APPENDIX 

24.  DEPRESSED  AREAS.  Extension  of  remarks  of  Rep.  Oliver  inserting  a  statement 
outlining  the  importance  of  the  depressed  areas  bill  to  Maine,  pp.  A3970-. 

Extension  of  remarks  of  Sen.  Capehart  commending  the  rural  development  p r^“ 
;ram  and  inserting  an  article  on  the  operation  of  this  program  in  Indiana, 
pp.  A3982-3 


jeech  in  the  House  by  Rep.  Rabaut  during  debate  on  the  depressed  area; 
bill  ''expressing  his  support  of  the  bill  "as  good  legislation  that  answer©  a 
crying\need  in  a  sensible  and  realistic  fashion.1  pp.  A4010-1 


25.  NATURAL  RESOURCES.  Sen.  Kerr  inserted  a  statement,  "Goal  for  America/ — 

Suggested  Fplicy  Statement,  Democratic  Midwest  Conference  Detroit, yMrch. , 
March  26,  1960  --  Natural  Resources."  pp.  A3973-5 

Extension  \f  remarks  of  Sen.  Wiley  commending  the  National  Audubon  Society 
as  "one  of  our 'great  conservation  organisations,"  and  inserting  an  article, 
"Needed:  A  'Coordination  Act'  for  Pesticides."  pp.  A3980-1 


26.  FARM  PROGRAM.  Extension  of  remarks  of  Rep.  Marshall  stating  that  "any  attempt 

to  bring  production  Into  balance  through  acreage  control /oni.y  increases  the  in¬ 
centive  to  boost  yields,"  and  inserting  an  article  on  tjiis  subject,  p« 


A3992 
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CCC;  RECORDS.  Extension  &f  remarks  of  Rep.  Moss  discussing  regulations  issued 
by  this  Department  removing  the  "Administratively  Cgnf idential"  stamp  from  the 
records  of  CCC,  stating  thak  "the  new  break  in  the/ administrative  secrecy 
barrier  was  not  easy  to  accomplish,"  and  inserting  the  order  putting  this  pol 
cy  into  effect,  p.  A3993 


28.  MILK.  Rep.  Widnall  inserted  PhilDip  Alampi's/ secretary  of  the  State  of  New 


Jersey,  statement  opposing  the  proposed  Nat/onal  Milk  Sanitation  bill,  pp, 
A3993-4 


29.  FORESTRY.  Rep.  Brooks,  La.,  inserted  alepeech  by  Mr.  H.  J.  Hinman,  president, 
American  Forest  Products  Industries,  commending  the  forest  industry  in  the 
South  and  particularly  the  American  /ree  \arm  System,  pp.  A3995-6 


30.  ELECTRIFICATION.  Extension  of  remarks  of  Rep\  Johnson,  Wise.,  and  insertion  of 
an  article,  congratulating  the  R Ek  on  its  25 1\  anniversary  and  giving  a  short 
history  of  the  cooperative  electric  movement  in\Wisc,  p.  A4000 

Extension  of  remarks  of  Reg.  Short  and  insertion  of  an  article  announcing 
the  completion  of  the  Garris/n  Dam  in  North  Dakota^ and  questioning  when  the 
planned  water  diversion  pro/ect  for  irrigation  and  Kiunicipal  and  industrial  ur 
will  be  considered  by  Congress,  pp.  A4004-5 


31.  FOOD;  NUTRITION.  Extension  of  remarks  of  Rep.  Curtis,  Misu  ,  and  insertion  of  an 
article  urging  a  reversal  of  the  trend  of  teen-agers  to  eat  "snacks"  rather 
than  nutritious  meal/.  The  article  also  complements  this  department  for  its 
work  in  the  national  school  lunch  program,  pp.  A4000-1 


32.  WHEAT;  COTTON.  Rep.  Lane  inserted  a  number  of  telegrams  urging\that  the  wheat 
recently  sold  to  India  be  shipped  in  cotton  bags  in  an  attempt  09  help  the 
cotton  textile  industry,  pp.  A4020-1 


BILLS  INTRODUCED 


me? 


33.  MILK.  H/  R.  12150,  by  Rep.  Stratton,  to  provide  a  program  to  test  the  Effective 
ness  oJL  promoting  the  consumption  of  fluid  milk  through  advertising  and\>ther 
to  Agriculture  Committee. 

Res.  523,  by  Rep.  Stratton,  to  authorize  the  Agriculture  Committee  t( 
conduct  an  investigation  and  study  comparing  the  operations  of  Federal  milk 
lark e t ing  orders  in  the  New  York  and  New  England  milksheds;  to  Rules  Committee. 


House  of  Representatives 


The  Hou^e  met  at  12  o’clock  noon. 

The  ChapTSfin,  Rev.  Bernard  Braskamp, 
D.D.,  offered  the  following  prayer: 

Joel  2:  13:  VHrn  unto  the  Lord,  your 
God,  lor  He  is  gracious  and  merciful, 
slow  to  anger  andSof  great  kindness. 

Eternal  God,  ourSFather,  we  rejoice 
that  Thou  art  alwaysSwilling  to  bestow 
upon  us  the  priceless  Blessings  of  Thy 
wisdom  to  live  by,  Thy  li^ht  to  walk  by, 
and  Thy  strength  to  sustair\us. 

'Thou  knowst  that  daily  we^are  greatly 
disturbed  and  disquieted  for  w\are  being 
besieged  by  perplexing  national  prob¬ 
lems  and  perilous  international  circum¬ 
stances. 

We  penitently  acknowledge  that\we 
art  tempted  to  allow  our  minds  to  i$e 
centered  merely  upon  tidings  and  tiling^ 
that  are  dark  and  gloomy,  causing  our 
hearts  to  be  overcome  by  cowardice  and 
cynicism. 

In  the  vast  concerns  of  our  beloved 
country,  for  which  we  find  ourselves  un¬ 
equal,  wilt  Thou  give  us  a  new  perspec¬ 
tive  and  a  clearer  vision  of  that  blessed 
day  when  righteousness  and  justice  shall 
be  triumphant,  and  freedom  and  peace 
shall  be  the  glorious  possession  of  all 
mankind. 

Through  Christ  Jesus,  we  offer  our 
prayer.  Amen. 


THE  JOURNAL 


The  Journal  of  the  proceedings  of  yes¬ 
terday  was  read  and  approved. 


RURAL  ELECTRIFICATION 
ADMINISTRATION 

(Mr.  BASS  of  Tennessee  asked  and 
was  given  permission  to  address  the 
House  for  1  minute  and  to  revise  and  ex¬ 
tend  his  remarks.) 

Mr.  BASS  of  Tennessee.  Mr.  Speaker, 
tomorrow  is  the  25th  anniversary  of  that 
Rural  Electrification  Administration. 
This  great  institution  is  not  only  on/ of 
good  and  of  progress  for  all  of  the  coun¬ 
try,  but  it  is  also  a  monument  to  tne  life 
and  work  of  our  beloved  Speak/n-,  Hon. 
Sam  Rayburn.  / 

I  have  a  special  order  foyr  tomorrow 
and  I  hope,  if  time  permitsyco  be  able  to 
discuss  some  of  the  phases  in  the  His¬ 
tory  of  this  great  program,  and  at  the_ 
same  time  pay  tribute' to  the  work  of’ 
our  Speaker  in  this  field.  If  there  are 
others  who  care  to  in  in  me  tomorrow  I 
have  1  hour  reserved  for  that  purpose. 


Tuesday,  May  10,  1960 

Committee  on  Interstate  and  Foreign 
Commerce  may  sit  today  during  general 
debate. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from  Okla¬ 
homa? 

There  was  no  objection. 


The  Clerk  called  th£  roll,  and  the 
following  Members  fqflcd  to  answer  to 
their  names : 

[Rol/No.  85] 


PROVIDING  PROGRAM  OF  ASSIST¬ 
ANCE  IN  THE  CONSTRUCTION  OF 

FISHING  VESSELS 

The  SPEAKER  laid  before  the  House 
the  following  request  from  the  Senate, 
which  was  read : 

In  the  Senate  of  the  United  States, 

May  5,  1960. 

Ordered,  That  the  House  of  Representa^ 
tives  be  requested  to  return  to  the  Senate 
£he  bill  (H.R.  5421)  entitled  “An  act  to  pro¬ 
le  a  program  of  assistance  to  correct  in- 
eqtuties  in  the  construction  of  fishing  ves¬ 
sels 'and  to  enable  the  fishing  industry  of 
the  United  States  to  regain  a  favorable  eco¬ 
nomic  Status,  and  for  other  purposes.” 

Attest 

Felton  M.  Joj£nston, 

Secretary. 

The  SPEAKER.  Wrtnout  objection, 
the  request  of  ftje  Seriate  will  be  agreed 
to. 

There  was  no  ob^gfetion; 

DEPARTMENT  OF  AGRICULTURE 

AND  FARM  CREDIT  ADMINISTRA¬ 
TION  APPROPRIATION  BILL,  1961 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  move 
that  the  House  resolve  itself  into  the 
Committee  of  the  Whole  House  on  the 
State  of  the  Union  for  the  considera¬ 
tion  of  the  bill  (H.R.  12117)  making  ap¬ 
propriations  for  the  Department  of 
Agriculture  and  Farm  Credit  Adminis¬ 
tration  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June 
30,  1961,  and  for  other  purposes;  and 
pending  that  motion,  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  general  de¬ 
bate  be  limited  to  not  to  exceed  4  horns, 
the  time  to  be  equally  divided  and  con¬ 
trolled  by  the  gentleman  from  Minne¬ 
sota  [Mr.  Andersen]  and  myself. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Mississippi? 

There  was  no  objection. 


Alexander 

Farbstein 

Moeller 

Anderson, 

Flynn 

Montoya 

Mont. 

Rerand 

Moore 

Bailey 

jGarmatz 

Morris,  N.  Mex. 

Baker 

/ Gavin 

Pillion 

Barden  / 

'  Gilbert 

Pirnie 

Barrett  / 

Goodell 

Porter 

Blatnik  / 

Green,  Oreg. 

Powell 

Blitch  / 

Hechler 

Reece,  Tenn. 

Boggs  / 

Honderson 

Riehlman 

Boltoi y 

Hess 

Rivers,  Alaska 

Bonner 

Hoffman,  Ill. 

Roberts 

BoyJGn 

Hoit 

Rooney 

Br^Wster 

Hosmer 

Scott 

Brown,  Mo. 

Inouye 

Shelley 

^Buckley 

Jackson 

Sheppard 

Burleson 

Jones,  Ala. 

Simpson 

Cahill 

Judd 

Spence 

Canfield 

Karsten 

Staggers 

Celler 

Kasem 

Taylor 

Chamberlain 

Kearns 

Teller 

Chelf 

Kee 

Thompson,  N.J. 

Coad 

Kilburn 

Vinson 

Collier 

Kiuczynski 

Wallhauser 

Davis,  Tenn. 

Kyi 

Walter 

Dawson 

McGlnley 

Weaver 

Devine 

McMillan 

Widnall 

Dorn,  N.Y. 

Macdonald 

Willis 

Dowdy 

May 

Winstead 

Durham 

Metcalf 

Wolf 

Elliott,  Ala. 

Miller.  N.Y. 

Zelenko 

Fallon 

Mitchell 

The  SPEAKER.  On  this  rollcall  336 
Members  have  answered  to  their  names, 
a  quorum. 

By  unanimous  consent,  further  pro¬ 
ceedings  under  the  call  were  dispensed 
with. 

CORRECTION  OF  ROLLCALL 

Mrs.  PFOST.  Mr.  Speaker,  on  rollcall 
No.  65  I  am  reported  as  absent.  I  was 
present  and  answered  to  my  name.  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  permanent 
Record  be  corrected  accordingly. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
i  the  request  of  the  gentlewoman  from 
iaho? 

There  was  no  objection. 

3COMMITTEE  ON  LABOR 
STANDARDS 


Mr. 

ask  unani: 
committee 
Committee  oi 
be  allowed  to 


Mr.  Speaker,  I 
censent  that  the  Sub- 
Labor  Standards  of  the 
Education  and  Labor 
.this  afternoon  during 


COMMITTED  MEETING  DURING 
SESSION  OF  HOUSE 

Mr.  ALBERT.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  Subcom¬ 
mittee  pin  Legislative  Oversight  of  the 


CALL  OF  THE  HOUSE 

Mr.  BUDGE.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  make 
the  point  of  order  that  a  quorum  is  not 
present. 

The  SPEAKER.  Evidently  a  quorum 
Is  not  present. 

Mr.  McCORMACK.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
move  a  call  of  the  House. 

A  call  of  the  House  was  ordered. 


'  general  debate. 

The  SPEAKER 
the  request  of 
California? 

There  was  no  objection 


there  objection  to 
gentleman  from 


SUBCOMMITTEE  ON  THE  LIBRARY 

Mr.  JONES  of  Missouri.  Mr  /Speaker, 
I  ask  unanimous  consent  that 
committee  on  the  Library  of  the  5]om- 
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mittee  oh^ouse  Administration  may  sit 
today  d ur in^'sj.ftrferal  debate. 

The  SPEA^Eth\Is  there  objection  to 
the  rpqtfest  of  theNvgentleman  from 
JVpasmiri? 

There  was  no  objection. 

DEPARTMENT  OP  AGRICULTURE 

AND  FARM  CREDIT  ADMINISTRA¬ 
TION  APPROPRIATION  BILL,  1961 

The  SPEAKER.  The  question  is  on 
the  motion  of  the  gentleman  from  Mis¬ 
sissippi  [Mr.  Whitten]. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to. 

Accordingly,  the  House  resolved  itself 
into  the  Committee  of  the  Whole  House 
on  the  State  of  the  Union  for  the  consid¬ 
eration  of  the  bill  (H.R.  12117)  making 
appropriations  for  the  Department  of 
Agriculture  and  Farm  Credit  Adminis¬ 
tration  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June 
30,  1961,  and  for  other  purposes,  with 
Mr.  Kilday  in  the  chair. 

The  Clerk  read  the  title  of  the  bill. 

By  unanimous  consent,  the  first  read¬ 
ing  of  the  bill  was  dispensed  with. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Under  the  unani¬ 
mous-consent  agreement,  the  gentleman 
from  Mississippi  [Mr.  Whitten]  will  be 
recognized  for  2  hours  and  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Minnesota  [Mr.  Andersen] 
will  be  recognized  for  2  hours. 

The  Chair  recognizes  the  gentleman 
from  Mississippi  [Mr.  Whitten]. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
yield  15  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from 
Missouri  [Mr.  Cannon]. 

Mr.  CANNON.  Mr.  Chairman,  on  May 
1  the  Soviet  Government  captured,  1,300 
miles  inside  the  boundaries  of  the  Rus¬ 
sian  Empire,  an  American  plane,  oper¬ 
ated  by  an  American  pilot,  under  the 
direction  and  control  of  the  Central  In¬ 
telligence  Agency,  and  is  now  holding 
both  the  plane  and  the  pilot. 

The  plane  was  on  an  espionage  mis¬ 
sion  authorized  and  supported  by  money 
provided  under  an  appropriation  recom¬ 
mended  by  the  House  Committee  on  Ap¬ 
propriations  and  passed  by  the  Congress. 
Although  the  Members  of  the  House 


The  answer  of  the  subcommittee  is — 
absolute  and  unavoidable  military  nec¬ 
essity,  fundamental  national  defense. 

During  the  Second  World  War  the 
United  States  succeeded  in  breaking  the 
Japanese  naval  code.  Through  this  in- 
_  credible  good  fortune  the  U.S.  com¬ 
manders  were  able  to  read  every  order 
transmitted  from  Tokyo  and  all  inter¬ 
fleet  communications.  This  advance  and 
intimate  information  had  much  to  do  in 
preparing  the  way  arid  increasing  the 
effectiveness  of  our  great  victory  in  the 
battle  of  Midway  which  broke  the  power 
of  Japan  in  the  Pacific.  But  some  in¬ 
cautious  member  of  a  congressional  com¬ 
mittee  or  its  staff  leaked  the  information 
to  a  reporter,  and  30  minutes  after  the 
next  edition  of  his  newspaper  hit  the 
street  Japan  changed  her  naval  code  and 
all  further  advantage  was  lost. 

This  appropriation,  and  its  purpose,  is 
justified  by  honored  and  established 
precedent.  This  subcommittee,  includ¬ 
ing  the  same  personnel  with  the  excep¬ 
tion  of  two  members  who  have  since 
died,  was  the  same  committee  which 
for  something  like  3  years  provided  in 
the  annual  appropriation  bills  a  sum 
which  finally  totaled  more  than  $2  bil¬ 
lion  for  the  original  atomic  bomb.  Ses¬ 
sion  after  session  the  money  was  pro¬ 
vided,  and  the  subcommittee  visited  Oak 
Ridge  where  the  work  was  in  progress 
without  any  Member  of  the  House  with 
the  exception  of  the  Speaker  of  the 
House  being  aware  of  this  tremendous 
project  or  the  expenditure  of  the  money. 
According  to  the  testimony  of  all  mili¬ 
tary  authorities  that  bomb  ended  the 
war  and  saved  the  lives  of  not  less  than 


jugation  we  were  surprised  to  learn  that 
while  all  other  nations  were  disarming 
and  returning  to  a  peacetime  status  as 
rapidly  as  possible,  Russia  was  feverishly 
driving  her  factories  and  continuing  to 
increase  her  armament  at  top  speed. 
Simultaneously  they  announced  that 
communism  and  free  enterprise  could 
not  live  in  the  same  world. 

Every  effort  has  been  made  by  Ameri¬ 
can  administrations  to  reestablish  con¬ 
ditions  under  which  we  could  discon¬ 
tinue  excessive  expenditures  for  arma¬ 
ment  and  divert  these  vast  sums  to  bus¬ 
iness  and  humanitarian  purposes.  But 
each  year  Russia  has  become  more  arro¬ 
gant  and  threatening  and  more  demand¬ 
ing. 

Under  our  American  ideals  and  sys¬ 
tem  of  government,  a  declaration  of 
war  against  any  nation,  however  pro¬ 
vocative,  is  unthinkable.  Our  military 
authorities  have  no  choice  but  to  give 
any  enemy  the  advantage  of  first  at¬ 
tack  and  then  depend  on  massive  re¬ 
taliation  for  defense.  The  Communists 
have  taken  every  advantage  of  this  sit¬ 
uation. 

In  modern  warfare  surprise  is  a  tre¬ 
mendous  advantage.  Less  than  a  week 
before  the  Communist  attack  on  Korea 
a  congressional  committee  from  this 
House  returning  from  Seoul  reported 
that  permanent  peace  had  been  estab¬ 
lished  and  the  land  was  returning  to 
prosperity.  There  was  no  shadow  of 
war;  not  the  slightest  cloud  appeared 
on  the  horizon.  The  sudden  rush  of  a 
vast  army  of  well  armed,  well  trained, 
and  well  munitioned  Communists  across 
the  border  made  it  necessary  for  us  to 


to  be  sacrificed  in  the  conquest  of  Japan. 
No  one  has  ever  said  that  the  subcom¬ 
mittee  was  not  justified  in  expending 
an  amount  that  eventually  aggregated 
more  than  the  assessed  valuation  of 
some  of  the  States  of  the  Union  for  that 
purpose. 

Espionage  has  been  throughout  re¬ 
corded  history  an  integral  part  of  war¬ 
fare.  Before  occupying  the  Promised 
Land  Moses  “by  the  commandment  of 
the  Lord”  sent  out  from  the  wilderness 
have  not  generally  been  informed  on  the,  of  Paran  10  men  under  the  direction 


subject,  the  mission  was  one  of  a  series 
and  part  of  an  established  program  with 
which  the  subcommittee  in  charge  of  the 
appropriation  was  familiar,  and  of  which 
it  had  been  fully  apprised  during  this 
and  previous  sessions. 

The  appropriation  and  the  activity 
had  been  approved  and  recommended  by 
the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  and,  like  all 
military  expenditures  and  operations, 
was  under  the  aegis  of  the  Commander 
in  Chief  of  the  Armed  Forces  of  the 
United  States,  for  whom  all  members  of 
the  subcommittee  have  the  highest  re¬ 
gard  and  in  whose  military  capacity  they 
have  the  utmost  confidence. 

The  question  immediately  arises  as  to 
the  authority  of  the  subcommittee  to 
recommend  an  appropriation  for  such 
purposes,  and  especially  the  failure  of 
the  subcommittee  to  divulge  to  the  House 
and  the  country  the  justifications  war¬ 
ranting  the  expenditure  and  all  details 
connected  with  the  item  at  the  time  it 
was  under  consideration  on  the  floor. 


half  a  million  men  who  would  have  had  m  throw  precipitately  into  battle  raw  and 

untrained  troops  who  were  wholly  un¬ 
able  to  protect  themselves  or  hold  their 
positions.  And  there  followed  one  of 
the  most  disastrous  periods  in  the  his¬ 
tory  of  American  arms. 

During  the  hearings  on  this  appro¬ 
priation  for  the  last  2  or  3  years,  I  have 
each  year  asked  the  CIA  representative 
before  the  committee,  “How  could  the 
enemy  mobilize  an  army  of  such  size 
and  accumulate  hundreds  of  tons  of 
supplies  and  munitions  and  the  trans¬ 
portation  facilities  necessary  for  its 
movement  without  our  learning  that 
such  an  attack  was  in  prospect?” 

And  each  year  we  have  admonished 
the  Authority,  the  CIA,  that  it  must 
meet  future  situations  of  this  character 
with  effective  measures.  We  told  them, 
“This  must  not  happen  again,  and  it 
is  up  to  you  to  see  that  it  does  not 
happen  again”;  that  the  American  forces 
must  be  apprised  of  any  future  prepara¬ 
tion  for  attack  in  time  to  meet  it.  And 
the  plan  they  were  following  when  this 
plane  was  taken,  is  their  answer  to  that 
demand. 

And  I  want  to  take  advantage  of  the 
opportunity  to  compliment  and  thank 
Director  Allen  W.  Dulles  and  his  re¬ 
markable  corps  for  the  admirable  way 
in  which  they  have  met  the  situation 
through  these  later  year's. 

They  are  entitled  to  the  highest  com¬ 
mendation  by  the  Department,  the  Con¬ 
gress,  and  the  American  people. 

We  cannot  permit  another  Korea.  We 
cannot  take  the  risk  of  carnage  and  na- 


of  Joshua  to  spy  out  the  land. 

And  no  nation  in  the  history  of  the 
world  has  practiced  espionage  more  as¬ 
siduously  than  Russia.  The  United 
States  and  every  other  allied  nation  to¬ 
day  literally  swarms  with  them.  Within 
the  last  few  weeks  we  sent  to  the  Federal 
penitentiary  at  Atlanta  a  Russian  spy 
convicted  in  Federal  court  who  was 
regularly  transmitting  information  di¬ 
rectly  to  Moscow  every  night.  Their 
spies  stole  from  us  the  secret  of  the 
atomic  bomb.  Every  Russian  embassy 
and  consulate  has  today  time  and  again 
the  number  required  for  routine  diplo¬ 
matic  and  consular  service.  When  we 
were  at  Oak  Ridge  we  were  told  there 
were  so  many  Russian  spies  there  that 
only  by  a  policy  of  strictest  compart- 
mentalism  were  they  able  to  maintain 
the  integrity  of  their  work. 

The  need  for  espionage  in  this  in¬ 
stance  was  exceptional  and  compelling. 
At  the  close  of  the  world  war  in  which 
we  had  saved  Russia  from  complete  sub- 


1960 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD  —  HOUSE 


9147 


tional  devastation  which  might  involve 
every  American  city.  We  cannot  take 
the  risk  of  the  consequences  which 
would  follow  a  similar  attack  from 
across  the  Russian  borders.  And  since 
the  Russians  refuse  to  cooperate  in  our 
efforts  to  establish  permanent  peace — 
refuse  even  to  agree  to  ethical  standards 
of  warfare — we  have  no  choice  but  to 
protect  our  Nation  and  our  people 
through  the  age-old  methods  of  defense 
so  long  in  use  by  the  Communists  them¬ 
selves,  lest  we  wake  tomorrow,  or  do  not 
wake  tomorrow,  as  a  result  of  our  failure 
to  know  in  time  what  they  are  planning 
against  us. 

The  world  has  been  appalled  by  the 
vicious  vindictiveness  of  Khrushchev’s 
denunciation.  He  yesterday  character¬ 
ized  the  policy  of  the  United  States  as 
stupid  and  blundering.  His  fury  is  in¬ 
cited  by  the  fact  that  it  is  neither  stupid 
nor  blundering.  On  the  contrary  it  has 
been  infinitely  successful  and  effective. 

When  we  have  answered  his  threats — ■ 
and  he  has  been  very  free  with  them  on 
all  occasions,  even  when  he  was  here 
as  our  guest  in  our  own  country.  When 
we  have  answered  his  threats  by  basing 
our  Strategic  Air  Command  in  a  position 
to  defend  ourselves  and  our  allies,  he  has 
boasted  that  he  could  stop  them  at  the 
border.  That  is  why  we  are  now  so 
earnestly  developing  our  submarines  so 
that  if  he  ever  is  able  to  neutralize  our 
Strategic  Air  Command  then  we  will 
have  to  take  its  place  a  fleet  of  nuclear- 
driven  missile-firing  submarines  that  will 
be  just  as  effective  a  halter  upon  him  as 
SAC  is  today. 

His  discovery  that  since  1956,  for  4 
years,  CIA  has  been  sending  planes 
across  his  border — and  as  far  as  1,300 
miles  into  the  interior  without  his  know¬ 
ing  it — is  the  occasion  of  this  outburst. 

It  completely  disproves  his  vaunted 
ability  to  stop  SAC  at  the  border. 

The  only  reason  he  was  able  to  appre¬ 
hend  even  this  plane  or  its  pilot  was  that 
it  developed  some  unforeseen  and  un¬ 
avoidable  mechanical  or  physiological 
defect,  the  first  in  4  years.  He  was  un¬ 
able  to  hit  it  or  to  overtake  it  at  its 
cruising  height  of.  70,000  feet.  So  in 
order  to  leave  the  impression  that  he 
captured  this  plane  he  distributed  a  pic¬ 
ture  of  a  pile  of  rubbish  which  those  who 
know  the  plane  recognized  as  absolutely 
spurious.  The  plane  and  the  pilot  were 
evidently  taken  comparatively  uninjured. 
That  completely  destroys  his  claims  of 
invulnerability  against  American  attack. 
So  he  as  usual  resorts  to  subterfuge. 

And  now  the  most  gratifying  feature 
of  the  entire  incident. 

The  world  has  always  recognized  the 
remarkable  success  of  our  form  of  gov¬ 
ernment.  It  has  been  the  wonder  and 
admiration  of  mankind.  But  they  have 
said  that  it  was  at  a  great  disadvantage 
in  a  war  with  an  authoritarian  dictator¬ 
ship. 

We  have  here  demonstrated  conclu¬ 
sively  that  free  men  confronted  by  the 
most  ruthless  and  criminal  despotism 
can  under  the  Constitution  of  the 
United  States  protect  this  Nation  and 
preserve  world  civilization. 

Mr.  ANDERSEN  of  Minnesota.  Mr. 
Chairman,  I  yield  such  time  as  he  may 


require  to  the  gentleman  from  New  York 
[Mr.  Taber]. 

Mr.  TABER.  Mr.  Chairman,  that  was 
the  most  magnificent  and  courageous 
speech  I  have  heard  on  this  floor  in  many 
a  day.  It  is  true  that  we  have  ap¬ 
proached  these  summit  conferences  with 
the  idea  that  each  side  must  be  given 
the  right  to  inspect  and  examine  what 
the  situation  might  be  on  the  other  side. 
That  is  the  only  way  we  can  have  peace 
as  the  result  of  these  summit  conferences. 
We  must  have  that  right.  When  the 
leader  of  Russia  refused  us  that  right,  the 
only  method  we  had  and  the  only  chance 
we  had  was  to  get  out  and  do  just  what 
was  being  done  by  this  pilot.  It  was 
nothing  compared  to  the  spy  work  that 
was  carried  on  by  the  Russians — nothing 
at  all.  Today,  the  leader  of  Russia 
knows  that  he  could  not  overcome  the 
United  States  with  the  airplanes  and  mis¬ 
siles  that  we  have  available.  But  we 
could  not  know  what  the  proper  targets 
were  or  know  where  they  were  or  where 
they  would  be  unless  we  had  some  means 
of  checking  up  on  them — and  he  left  us 
no  course  to  pursue  except  the  course 
that  we  did  pursue.  That  sort  of  ap¬ 
proach  was  the  only  approach  that  we 
could  make.  I  have  served,  as  has  the 
gentleman  from  Missouri,  on  the  sub¬ 
committee  that  went  into  the  question  of 
the  development  of  the  atomic  bomb  and 
went  into  the  questions  of  supplying  the 
CIA  and  the  other  branches  of  our  Gov¬ 
ernment  with  funds  necessary  to  take 
care  of  and  protect  the  United  States  and 
its  people.  For  my  own  part,  just  so 
long  as  I  am  here,  I  intend  to  support 
that  position.  We  brought  in  from  the 
Committee  on  Appropriations,  under  the 
leadership  of  the  gentleman  from  Texas 
and  the  gentleman  from  Michigan  [Mr. 
Ford]  a  military  appropriation  bill  de¬ 
signed  to  maintain  the  advantage  that 
we  have  today  over  the  Soviet.  Let  us  go 
on  and  maintain  it. 

(Mr.  WHITTEN  asked  and  was 
granted  permission  to  revise  and  extend 
his  remarks.) 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
yield  myself  20  minutes. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  realize  that  in  pre¬ 
senting  the  agriculture  appropriation 
bill  it  is  somewhat  of  an  anticlimax  in 
view  of  the  wonderful  speeches  that  have 
been  made  today.  It  probably  is  ap¬ 
propriate  that  this  presentation  be  pre¬ 
ceded  by  those  statements,  because  many 
of  our  problems  in  the  field  of  agricul¬ 
ture  are  tied  directly  into  the  defense 
effort  of  this  country. 

Back  in  World  War  II,  and  subsequent 
thereto,  the  American  farmers  were 
asked  to  produce  world  without  end. 
They  did  that  magnificently.  When  the 
war  was  over  they  were  not  given  any 
refunds  or  tax  reductions.  Some  $15  or 
$18  billion  were  given  to  business  after 
World  War  II.  No  such  thing  was  given 
to  the  American  farmers. 

We  bring  you  a  bill  today  where  we 
are  embarrassed  by  its  size.  We  are  em¬ 
barrassed  because  under  the  present 
situation  it  is  our  subcommittee  that  has 
to  pick  up  the  check  “after  the  fact,” 
where  we  have  little  if  anything  to  do 
with  the  amounts  that  are  involved.  In 
this  bill  that  was  submitted  to  us  we 


were  requested  to  appropriate  the  sum 
of  $4,135,263,190.  Our  subcommittee  was 
able  to  reduce  that  by  $170  million. 
However,  may  I  say,  Mr.  Chairman,  that 
in  the  budget  request  regular  activities 
were  something  like  one-third  of  the 
total.  Another  one-third  was  for 
restoration  of  the  capital  impairment 
of  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation; 
another  more  than  one-third  was  re¬ 
imbursement  for  special  activities,  the 
job  of  handling  which  has  been  assigned 
to  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation. 

I  have  before  me  the  U.S.  News  & 
World  Report  for  last  week,  which 
points  out  that  the  United  States  has 
entered  into  an  agreement  with  India 
whereby  we  will,  within  the  next  4  years, 
give  to  India  something  like  $1,200  mil¬ 
lion  worth  of  rice  and  grain.  We  have 
seen  in  the  papers  the  fine  statements 
made  as  to  how  wonderful  this  is  on  the 
part  of  the  United  States.  I  am  not  tak¬ 
ing  issue  with  that.  But  whatever  that 

is,  I  do  not  know  of  anybody  who  feels 

it ,  would  lead  to  any  agricultural  mar¬ 
kets  in  India.  However  fine  it  is  from 
a  good  Samaritan  point  of  view,  how¬ 
ever  good  it  is  from  the  standpoint  of 
our  international  policy,  our  subcom¬ 
mittee  will  have  to  sign  checks  for  it  in 
excess  of  $300  million,  charged  up  to  the 
American  farmers  for  each  of  the  next 
4  years.  That  is  an  illustration  of  what 
we  have  before  us. 

Yes,  Mr.  Chairman,  our  subcommittee 
has  a  tough  job  in  trying  to  bring  about 
reductions  in  the  cost,  because  so  many 
of  them  are  beyond  our  reach.  We  on 
our  subcommittees  have  tried  to  bring 
in  a  bill  on  which  we  could  all  agree.  I 
doubt  there  is  an  item  in  this  bill  that 
suite  all  of  us  on  this  subcommittee. 
But  the  bill  as  produced  represents  the 
composite  views  of  the  whole  subcom¬ 
mittee,  I  believe.  I  have  gone  over  it 
very  closely,  trying  to  make  it  as  sound 
as  I  was  capable  of  doing. 

I  want  to  pay  tribute  to  the  members 
of  my  subcommittee  who  have  worked 
so  hard  on  this  bill.  My  friends  and  col¬ 
leagues  on  the  majority  side,  Congress¬ 
men  Fred  Marshall,  Bill  Natcher  and 
Fred  Santangelo  have  cooperated  fully 
and  have  helped  in  every  way.  The 
minority  members,  Congressmen  H.  Carl 
Andersen,  Walt  Horan  and  Bob  Michel 
have  done  their  part  to  bring  this  bill 
to  the  floor  in  the  best  possible  shape. 

Now  I  would  like  to  discuss  some  of 
the  major  factors  with  which  we  had  to 
deal. 

FARM  INCOME  AT  LOW  LEVEL 

The  records  of  the  Department  show 
that  the  Federal  Government  is  now 
spending  far  more  in  the  name  of  agri¬ 
culture  than  ever  before  in  history,  and 
yet  income  from  farming  in  1959,  includ¬ 
ing  soil  bank  payments,  was  at  the  lowest 
level  since  before  World  War  II.  This 
is  true,  despite  the  fact  that  national  in¬ 
come  has  increased  consistently  each 
year  and  per  capita  income  for  all  seg¬ 
ments  of  the  population,  other  than  agri¬ 
cultural  producers,  is  at  the  highest  level 
in  the  history  of  the  country. 

The  farm  price  support  program  was 
created  in  1933  to  preserve  and  maintain 
our  soil  resources,  to  give  the  farmers 
suitable  purchasing  power  and  to  provide 
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the  consumers  with  an  adequate  supply 
of  food  and  fiber.  By  1952  some  weak¬ 
nesses  began  to  become  apparent  in  the 
laws  which  were  enacted  at  that  time. 
The  Government  had  an  investment  of 
some  $2*4  billion  in  commodities  in  1952 
and  was  incurring  some  one-half  billion 
dollars  of  cost  per  year.  This  came  about 
because  of  overproduction. 

Several  factors  contributed  to  this 
overproduction:  First,  the  increased 
knowledge  and  technical  know-how  of 
farmers  who  were  able  to  materially  in¬ 
crease  their  production  by  cultivating 
each  acre;  second,  lack  of  effective 
means  of  controlling  production  due  to 
an  antiquated  system  of  acreage  controls 
which  -was  becoming  ineffective. 

Net  farm  income  was  $14.4  billion  per 
year  in  1952. 

Beginning  in  1953,  the  Department  of 
Agriculture,  reflecting  the  views  of  some 
people,  insisted  that  changes  should  be 
made  in  the  program  then  in  effect. 
Since  that  time,  the  following  cures  have 
been  offered,  tried,  and  from  the  record 
found  wanting,  so  far  as  solving  the 
problem  is  concerned : 

First.  Price  support  reductions  averag¬ 
ing  20  percent  were  made  under  the 
“flexible  price  support  plan.” 

Second.  A  soil  bank  program  was 
created  to  curtail  production  by  paying 
farmers  not  to  farm. 

Third.  Public  Law  480  was  enacted  to 
dispose  of  surpluses  by  virtually  giving 
them  away  overseas. 

Fourth.  Research  and  extension  ap¬ 
propriations  have  been  increased  some 
120  percent. 

Fifth.  Department  of  Agriculture  per¬ 
sonnel  has  increased  about  28  percent 
and  appropriations  have  increased 
around  300  percent. 

Sixth.  Production  controls  have  been 
relaxed  as  price  support  levels  have  been 
lowered.  For  example,  the  removal  of 
controls  on  corn  production,  beginning 
with  the  1959  crop,  has  resulted  in  enor¬ 
mous  increases  in  acreage  harvested  arid 
volume  of  production. 

THE  RESULTS 

Most  of  these  so-called  cures  have 
been  a  heavy  drain  on  the  Treasury  and 
have  provided  little  to  improve  the  dete¬ 
riorating  farm  situation,  which  will  grow 
worse  if  the  present  course  is  followed. 

One  serious  result  has  been  the  im¬ 
pairment  of  purchasing  power  of  rural 
America.  Farm  income  has  dropped 
from  $14.4  billion  in  1952  to  $11  billion 
in  1959,  a  24  percent  reduction.  The 
effect  of  reduced  prices  and  increased 
costs  on  net  farm  income  during  this 
period  is  indicated  by  the  following  fig¬ 
ures  from  the  records  of  the  Department 
shown  on  page  68,  part  I,  1961  hearings: 


Prices 

received 

Prices 

paid 

Parity 

ratio 

(percent) 

Net  in¬ 
come 
from 
farming 
(billions 
of 

dollars) 

(Index  based  on 
1910-14) 

1982 . 

288 

287 

100 

14.4 

1958 . 

250 

293 

85 

13. 1 

1959 . 

240 

298 

80 

11.0 

4tli  quarter,  1959.. 

231 

297 

78 

10.9 

The  loss  of  this  purchasing  power  has 
already  affected  not  only  those  who  de¬ 
pend  on  farming  for  a  livelihood,  but 
also  those  engaged  in  banking,  merchan¬ 
dising,  industrial  production,  and  other 
business  activities,  particularly  in  the 
smaller  communities.  Since  those  de¬ 
pendent  on  agricultural  income,  either 
directly  or  indirectly,  represent  an  im¬ 
portant  market  for  goods  produced  in 
the  urban  areas  of  the  Nation,  this  loss 
of  farm  income  has  not  only  affected  the 
economic  welfare  of  farm  sections  of  the 
Nation,  but  if  allowed  to  continue  is 
bound  to  have  serious  effects  on  the 
wThole  Nation. 

The  importance  of  American  agricul¬ 
ture  as  a  market  for  the  Nation’s  goods 
can  be  appreciated  when  it  is  realized 
that  agriculture  uses  more  finished  steel 
in  a  year  than  is  used  for  a  year’s  output 
of  passenger  cars.  It  uses  more  petro¬ 
leum  products  than  any  other  industry. 
It  uses  more  rubber  each  year  than  is  re¬ 
quired  to  produce  tires  for  6  million  au¬ 
tomobiles.  It  is  one  of  the  Nation’s  larg¬ 
est  users  of  electrical  power.  Its  inven¬ 
tory  of  machinery  alone  exceeds  the  as¬ 
sets  of  the  American  steel  industry  and 
is  five  times  that  of  the  automobile  in¬ 
dustry. 

It  has  been  reliably  estimated  that 
each  dollar  of  farm  income  produces  $7 
of  income  throughout  the  rest  of  the 
economy.  Thus,  it  is  reasonable  to  as¬ 
sume  that  the  loss  of  $3.4  billion  of  farm 
income  in  1959,  as  compared  to  1952,  re¬ 
sulted  in  a  loss  of  domestic  markets 
worth  some  $24  billion  to  the  industrial 
producers  of  the  Nation  in  that  1  year. 

Another  unfortunate  result  of  these 
so-called  cures  has  been  the  production 
of  huge  surpluses  of  many  agricultural 
commodities,  which  have  served  to  de¬ 
press  markets  generally  for  agricultural 
products,  and  have  been  a  great  eco¬ 
nomic  loss  to  the  United  States.  Figures 
furnished  by  the  Department,  as  set 
forth  on  page  68,  part  1,  1961  hearings, 
indicate  that  total  farm  output  has  in¬ 
creased  from  the  1952  level  of  108  per¬ 
cent  of  the  base  period  1947-49  to  125 
percent  in  1959.  This  increase  in  pro¬ 
duction  of  17  percent,  which  has  created 
the  surplus  problem,  has  to  a  consider¬ 
able  degree  been  due  to  efforts  of  farm¬ 
ers  to  offset  reduced  prices  by  increased 
output.  This  has  placed  an  additional 
strain  on  the  fertility  of  the  Nation’s 
soil.  It  is  estimated  by  officials  of  the 
Department  that  this  unneeded  produc¬ 
tion  has  cost  the  grain  farmers  over  $1 
billion  in  extra  annual  production  of 
grain  alone. 

COSTS  TO  FEDERAL  TREASURY 

Seven  years  of  experimentation  with 
reduced  price  supports,  outmoded  acre¬ 
age  controls,  ineffective  soil  bank  pro¬ 
grams,  and  costly  oversea  disposals 
under  Public  Law  480  has  placed  a  heavy 
financial  drain  on  all  segments  of  the 
American  economy.  And  benefits  to  the 
farmer  have  been  less  than  those  re¬ 
ceived  by  other  groups  through  these 
programs. 

A  summary  of  these  tremendous  ex¬ 
penditures  resulting  from  excessive  pro- 
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duction  while  trying  these  so-called 
cures  since  1952,  follows: 

Billion 


Reduced  price  supports - $8.  0 

Soil  bank  program _  4.  3 

Public  Law  480 _  13.  5 


Total _ 25.  8 


Nearly  $3  billion  is  provided  in  the  bill 
for  1961  to  meet  the  continuing  cost  of 
these  programs,  as  follows: 

Billion 


Restoration  of  capital  impairment 
of  Commodity  Credit  Corporation 

(price  support) - $1,226 

Conservation  Reserve  (Soil  Bank) _  .310 

Reimbursements  to  CCC  for  cost  of 
Public  Law  480  and  other  special 
activities _  1 . 444 


Total  in  1961  bill _  2.980 


In  addition  to  these  heavy  expendi¬ 
tures,  the  appropriations  for  the  other 
programs  of  the  Department  have  in¬ 
creased  from  $827.5  million  in  fiscal  year 
1952  to  $1,089.2  million  in  fiscal  year 
1960,  an  increase  of  nearly  32  percent. 

PRICE  SUPPORT  REDUCTIONS 

In  the  past  7  years  price  supports  have 
been  reducted  an  average  of  20  percent. 
These  drastic  reductions,  in  the  face  of 
constantly  rising  production  costs,  have 
had  several  important  effects  on  the 
farm  economy  of  the  Nation.  First,  they 
have  reduced  net  farm  income  nearly 
one-fourth  between  1952  and  1959.  Sec¬ 
ond,  they  have  created  tremendous  sur¬ 
pluses  which  are  about  to  wreck  the  en¬ 
tire  farm  program. 

As  has  been  pointed  out  each  year  by 
many  members  of  this  committee,  farm¬ 
ers  tend  to  increase  their  production  as 
farm  prices  are  reduced,  in  an  effort  to 
maintain  income  essential  to  meet  oper¬ 
ating  cost  and  living  expenses.  Experi¬ 
ence  during  the  past  few  years  has  dis- 
proven  the  theory  advocated  by  some 
that  reduced  prices  will  reduce  produc¬ 
tion.  The  records  of  the  Department  for 
the  past  7  years  show  that  production 
has  increased  at  about  the  same  rate 
that  price  supports  have  been  reduced. 

One  of  the  most  definite  indications 
of  this  is  Commodity  Credit  Corporation 
holdings  which  have  increased  from  $2.5 
billion  in  1952  to  over  $9.2'  billion  as  of 
January  1960.  A  study  of  figures  ap¬ 
pearing  on  pages  373-387,  part  3,  1961 
hearings,  further  supports  this  point. 

The  total  cost  of  the  price  support 
program  from  its  inception  in  1932 
through  1952  was  about  $2.6  billion. 
With  lowered  price  supports  and  in¬ 
creased  production,  the  Department  has 
lost  another  $8  billion  under  this  pro¬ 
gram  since  1952.  An  estimate  furnished 
by  the  Department  shows  that  price  sup¬ 
port  on  surplus  feed  grains  alone  cost 
the  Government  some  $3.5  billion  in 
price  support  investment  and  $1.5  billion 
in  carrying  charges  in  1959.  Figuring 
farm  costs  of  extra  production  at  50  per¬ 
cent  of  normal,  this  surplus  cost  the 
farmer  in  excess  of  $1  billion  to  pro¬ 
duce — page  754,  part  3,  1961  hearings. 

SOIL  BANK  PROGRAM 

In  1955,  the  soil  bank  was  offered  as  a 
solution.  Acreage  was  rented  from 
farmers  and  taken  out  of  production, 
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though  the  record  shows  23  percent  had 
not  been  in  production.  The  cost  of  the 
soil  bank  to  date,  including  funds  in  this 
bill,  has  been  approximately  $2.7  billion. 
It  is  estimated  that  an  additional  $1.6 
billion  will  be  required  in  future  years 
to  meet  long-term  conservation  reserve 
commitments  entered  into  under  exist- 
ing'legislation.  This  estimated  total  cost 
of  $4.3  billion  would  be  further  increased 
if  this  program  were  to  be  extended  be¬ 
yond  the  present  year. 

The  production  records  of  the  Depart¬ 
ment  show  that  the  program  has  been 
relatively  ineffective  in  bringing  produc¬ 
tion  in  line  with  need — pages  373-375, 
part  3,  1961  hearings.  There  seems  to 
be  little  benefit  from  this  program,  un¬ 
less  considered  as  a  means  of  offsetting 
loss  of  farm  income  at  the  marketplace. 
The  past  record  proves  conclusively  that 
this  program  offers  no  future  solution  to 
the  problem  of  overproduction,  even  if 
billions  of  dollars  are  spent  each  year. 

As  shown  by  the  Department’s  testi¬ 
mony,  2.6  million  farms  are  classified  as 
small  farms.  These  represent  56  per¬ 
cent  of  the  total  farms  in  the  United 
States,  which  include  about  275  million 
acres,  but  produce  only  9  percent  of  the 
commercial  production.  Therefore,  if 
all  such  farms  were  removed  from  pro¬ 
duction  at  an  average  of  $10  per  acre,  it 
would  cost  $2,750  million  a  year  and 
would  reduce  production  only  9  per¬ 
cent — assuming  large  farms  did  not  off¬ 
set  such  reduction.  These  figures  can¬ 
not  be  misunderstood. 

PUBLIC  LAW  480 

The  Agricultural  Trade  and  Develop¬ 
ment  Act,  Public  Law  480,  was  proposed 
as  a  means  of  disposing  of  the  surpluses 
which  reduced  price  supports  and  acre¬ 
age  controls  had  failed  to  control.  Title 
I  of  this  law  provides  for  sales  for  for¬ 
eign  currencies,  title  II  authorizes  dona¬ 
tions  to  friendly  countries  to  meet 
famines  and  other  disasters,  and  title 
III  provides  for  barter  and  other  means 
of  disposal.  It  is  to  be  noted  that  the 
Government  pays  the  full  costs  of  this 
program  in  American  dollars. 

It  was  adopted  by  Congress  with  se¬ 
rious  misgivings  on  the  part  of  many 
people.  In  view  of  the  fact  that  it  has 
done  nothing  toward  stopping  overpro¬ 
duction — in  fact  it  has  tended  to  post¬ 
pone  the  time  when  Congress  will  deal 
with  that  problem — such  misgivings  ap¬ 
pear  to  have  been  fully  justified. 

This  program,  which  was  first  started 
in  1954  as  an  outlet  for  surpluses,  has  de¬ 
veloped  into  an  outlet  for  production 
overflow  at  practically  100  percent  cost 
to  the  United  States.  Instead  of  cor¬ 
recting  the  situation,  it  has  been  fol¬ 
lowed  by  more  and  more  surpluses. 

The  authorization  for  sales  to  foreign 
governments  for  local  currencies  under 
title  I  has  expanded  tremendously  since 
its  inception  as  follows: 

Total  au¬ 
thorisation- 
billion 


July  1954 . . $0.  7 

August  1955 _  1.  5 

August  1956 _ _  3.  0 

August  1957 _  4.  0 

September  1958 _  6.  25 

September  1959 _  9. 25 


In  addition,  up  to  $1.4  billion  is  au¬ 
thorized  for  donations  under  title  II. 
Title  III  costs  will  further  increase  this 
amount,  although  exact  figures  are  not 
available.  Through  December  1959  over 
$2.9  billion  of  commodities  have  been 
donated  and  bartered  under  title  III. 
Thus  a  total  of  over  13.5  billion  American 
dollars  has  been  authorized  for  expendi¬ 
ture  since  1954  under  present  law.  Fur¬ 
ther  extensions  of  the  act  would  of 
course  increase  this  total  cost. 

This  program  was  originally  justified 
as  a  means  of  using  agricultural  sur¬ 
pluses  to  develop  and  promote  oversea 
markets  for  U.S.  agricultural  products. 
There  is  evidence  to  indicate,  however, 
that  foreign  currencies  generated  under 
this  program  in  some  instances  are  being 
used  to  expand  agricultural  production 
abroad,  in  competition  with  U.S.  prod¬ 
ucts  in  world  markets.  Further,  it  ap¬ 
pears  that  such  programs  are  often 
undertaken  in  countries  which  have  no 
prospects  of  ever  providing  markets  for 
U.S.  products. 

An  example  of  this  is  a  project  called 
“Operation  Beef”  in  Argentina.  Under 
this  program,  $14.3  million  is  being  used 
to  increase  beef  production  in  that  coun¬ 
try  to  compete  with  U.S.  meat  producers 
in  world  markets.  Since  Argentina  pro¬ 
duces  many  of  the  same  crops  as  the 
United  States,  the  two  countries  are 
natural  competitors  and  market  pros¬ 
pects  there  are  very  limited.  Therefore, 
it  is  hard  to  understand  how  U.S.  inter¬ 
ests  are  benefited  by  projects  of  this 
kind. 

Whatever  the  benefits  of  the  Public 
Law  480  program,  in  the  opinion  of 
many  members  of  the  committee,  it  too 
has  failed  to  help  the  overproduction 
problem.  As  mentioned  earlier,  it  prob¬ 
ably  has  contributed  to  a  constantly  de¬ 
teriorating  situation  for  American  agri¬ 
culture  by  getting  these  huge  surpluses 
“out  of  sight”  abroad  and  thereby  post¬ 
poning  action  to  prevent  the  increase  in 
the  surplus  problem. 

If  a  sufficient  amount  were  diverted 
from  the  tremendous  supplies  on  hand 
and  available  for  use  under  Public  Law 
480,  such  commodities  could  well  be  the 
means  of  enabling  the  farmers  to  bring 
production  in  line  with  domestic  and 
foreign  consumption.  If  used  to  protect 
farm  income  while  the  farmer  cut  pro¬ 
duction  20  percent,  they  would  reduce 
storage  costs  up  to  $100  million  per  year 
and  would  reduce  price  support  costs — ■ 
possibly  $700  million  to  $1  billion  per 
year.  Further,  they  would  protect  farm 
income  during  the  period  of  adjustment 
needed  to  bring  production  in  line  with 
demand,  and  would  enable  such  a  plan 
to  be  earned  out  at  little  or  not  cost  to 
the  Government.  The  commodities  have 
already  been  bought  and  paid  for  by 
CCC  and  will  otherwise  be  given  away 
to  foreign  countries  under  Public  Law 
480.  A  full  discussion  of  such  a  proposal 
for  feed  grains,  the  area  of  our  greatest 
problem,  is  contained  on  pages  172-173, 
part  3,  1961  hearings. 

In  the  opinion  of  a  majority  of  the 
members  of  the  committee  if  the  Public 
Law  480  program  is  to  be  continued,  it 
should  be  considered  a  foreign  aid  pro¬ 


gram  and  should  be  paid  for  in  the 
mutual  security  bill. 

EXPANDED  RESEARCH  AND  EXTENSION 

As  pointed  out  previously,  funds  for 
the  research  and  extension  programs  of 
the  Department  have  expanded  about 
120  percent  since  1952.  A  summary  of 
this  increase  is  as  follows: 


1952 

1960 

Department  of  Agriculture  re- 

Million 

$44.2 

12.7 

33.5 

Million 
$104. 4 
31.8 
64. 1 

State  experiment  stations.- . . 

Extension  Service . . 

Total _ _ _ 

90.4 

200.3 

The  large  increases  for  these  programs 
have  been  justified  by  the  Department 
and  offered  as  an  answer  to  the  farm 
problem  and  as  a  substitute  for  protec¬ 
tion  of  farm  income  through  adequate 
price  support  levels.  They  have  been 
supported  by  the  Department  on  the 
theory  that  improvement  of  farming 
methods  and  development  of  new  uses 
for  agricultural  commodities  through 
research  can  offset  reduced  income  and 
thereby  enable  the  farmer  to  stay  in 
business. 

The  members  of  the  committee  fully 
recognize  the  value  of  these  essential 
programs.  They  are  aware  of  the  im¬ 
portant  benefits  of  research  and  exten¬ 
sion  work  to  the  farmers  of  the  Nation. 
They  realize  the  face  that  fanners  would 
be  much  worse  off  financially  than  they 
now  are,  were  it  not  for  the  improved 
production  techniques  which  have  re¬ 
sulted  from  the  research  and  extension 
programs  of  the  Department. 

They  realize,  however,  that  the  real 
benefits  of  this  work  are  not  sufficiently 
direct  and  fast  enough  to  meet  a  sudden 
economic  crisis,  such  as  has  been  ex¬ 
perienced  in  the  past  few  years.  They 
wish  to  point  out,  therefore,  that  these 
programs,  as  fine  and  essential  as  they 
are,  cannot  and  should  not  be  expected 
to  offset  sudden  losses  of  farm  income 
and  related  economic  problems. 

PERSONNEL  AND  APPROPRIATIONS  INCREASES 

It  is  apparent  that  continued  increases 
in  personnel  and  funds  for  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Agriculture  is  not  the  answer 
to  the  farm  income  problem,  where 
higher  cost  and  lower  prices  are  leading 
to  overproduction.  If  such  increases 
could  improve  the  situation,  the  28-per¬ 
cent  increase  in  personnel  and  300-per¬ 
cent  increase  in  appropriations  since 
1952  would  have  done  so.  A  summary  of 
the  expansion  of  the  Department  is  as 


follows: 

Personnel 

Dec.  31,  1952 _ _ _  67,406 

Dec.  31,  1959 _ _ - .  86,508 


Increase  (28  percent) _ 19, 102 

Appropriations 

Billion 

Fiscal  year  1953 _ $1,045 

Fiscal  year  1960 _  4.  045 


Increase  (300  percent) _  3.  083 


REMOVAL  OF  CONTROLS 

Along  with  actions  taken  to  reduce 
price  supports,  efforts  have  been  made 
by  the  Department  to  remove  or  curtail 
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production  controls.  This  also  has  con¬ 
tributed  to  the  increased  production  in 
recent  years  and  the  ever-mounting 
surpluses. 

While  efforts  to  control  production 
through  acreage  controls  have  not  been 
effective,  it  appears  unwise  to  eliminate 
them  until  some  satisfactory  substitute 
has  been  adopted.  Mandatory  price  sup¬ 
ports  on  basic  commodities  cannot  work 
without  some  type  of  control  over  pro¬ 
duction. 

At  the  recommendation  of  the  De¬ 
partment,  a  program  was  adopted  last 
year  which  removed  all  controls  on  corn, 
beginning  with  the  1959  crop,  along  with 
a  further  reduction  in  price-support 
levels.  This  was  done  over  the  strenu¬ 
ous  objection  of  many  Members  of  Con¬ 
gress  who  realized  that  the  inevitable 
result  would  be  to  increase  production 


In  the  face  of  this  record,  it  is  even 
more  disturbing  to  leam  that  the  De¬ 
partment  is  now  recommending  the  same 
kind  of  program  for  the  handling  of 
wheat.  This  would  certainly  compound 
the  problem,  if  adopted. 

CORRECTIVE  ACTION  URGENTLY  NEEDED 

Members  of  this  committee  tried  to 
tell  the  Department  in  1953  and  subse¬ 
quent  years  that  farm  income  is  based  on 
“volume”  times  “price”  less  “cost.”  They 
tried  to  convince  the  Department  that, 
if  prices  were  reduced,  the  farmer — faced 
with  increasing  costs — of  necessity 
would  increase  volume,  and  could  do  so 
since  control  by  acreage  is  no  longer  ef¬ 
fective.  Prices  were  reduced,  and  pro¬ 
duction  went  up — not  down. 

While  differences  of  opinion  exist  as  to 
what  should  be  done  in  the  future,  the 
record  clearly  shows  what  has  been  done 
during  the  past  7  years  has  been  no  so¬ 
lution.  The  situation  becomes  progres¬ 
sively  worse  for  the  farmer  and  the  tax¬ 
payer,  while  the  major  benefits  go  to 
those  between  the  farmer  and  the  con¬ 
sumer.  The  above  facts  and  experiences 
convince  a  majority  of  the  committee 
that  the  problem  will  never  be  solved 
until  Congress  attacks  the  problem  at 
its  base,  which  is  overproduction. 

It  is  the  belief  of  a  majority  of  this 
committee  that,  for  the  protection  of  our 
overall  economy,  farm  prices  must  re¬ 
flect  cost  plus  a  reasonable  return.  Such 
prices,  however,  must  be  made  contin¬ 
gent  upon  farmers  holding  farm  pro¬ 
duction,  in  terms  of  bushels,  bales  and 
pounds,  to  domestic  and  normal  foreign 
markets.  If  that  is  done  an  adequate 
price  can  be  obtained  at  the  market¬ 
place. 

This  makes  it  imperative  that  present 
approaches  to  this  problem  be  reversed 
if  the  agricultural  industry  of  this  coun¬ 
try  is  to  survive,  and  if  we  are  to  prevent 
a  bankrupt  agriculture  from  pulling 
down  the  rest  of  our  economy.  Further, 


substantially,  fill  up  Government  storage 
facilities,  increase  Government  costs, 
and  further  depress  the  market. 

The  result  of  this  new  corn  program 
has  been  to  increase  harvested  acreage 
from  73.3  million  acres  for  the  1958  crop 
to  84.6  million  acres  for  the  1959  crop. 
Intentions  to  plant  for  the  1960  corn 
crop  are  estimated  by  the  Department 
to  further  increase  to  85.8  million  acres. 
They  could  possibly  increase  to  90  million 
acres. 

While  it  is  too  early  to  see  the  ultimate 
effect  of  this  program,  it  is  significant 
to  note  that  production  of  corn  in¬ 
creased  from  3.8  billion  bushels  in  1958 
to  4.4  billion  bushels  in  1959.  Further 
increases  for  1960  are  probable. 

A  summary  of  Department  figures 
placed  in  the  1961  hearing  record  rela¬ 
tive  to  corn  is  as  follows: 


the  taxpayers  are  not  likely  to  continue 
to  finance  such  needless  and  heavy  ex¬ 
penditures  which  can  be  avoided  if 
proper  supports  based  upon  farm  costs 
are  restored  and  made  contingent  upon 
actual  production  being  held  in  line. 
Unless  present  programs  are  reversed, 
they  will  eventully  wreck  farm  purchas¬ 
ing  power,  and  eventually  the  entire  na¬ 
tional  economy. 

Farmers  themselves  are  suffering  most 
from  these  costly  and  ineffective  pro¬ 
grams.  They  are  forced  to  operate  in  a 
manner  that  causes  them  to  deny  their 
families  an  adequate  standard  of  living 
and  in  many  instances  they  are  taking 
fertility  from  the  soil  that  they  wish  to 
preserve  for  future  generations.  On 
numerous  occasions  they  have  expressed 
a  desire  to  cooperate  with  the  Federal 
Government  to  bring  about  a  correction 
of  the  farm  problem.  To  a  large  extent 
their  pleading  has  been  ignored  because 
of  the  influence  of  those  between  the 
farmer  and  the  consumer  who  have  pros¬ 
pered  in  the  farmer’s  name  and  at  the 
cost  of  the  taxpayer. 

After  the  experience  of  the  past  7 
years,  it  appears  absolutely  necessary 
that  production  be  brought  in  line  with 
the  needs  of  domestic  and  foreign  dollar 
markets.  Past  approaches  to  overpro¬ 
duction  must  be  reversed,  using  surplus 
commodities  now  on  hand  to  ease  the 
financial  shock  on  the  farmer  and  the 
general  economy  during  the  period  nec¬ 
essary  for  adjustment. 

And  whatever  we  do,  our  investigations 
and  hearings  show  we  must  operate  the 
Commodity  Credit  Corporation  on  a 
strictly  business  basis,  with  due  regard 
to  safeguarding  the  assets  of  the  Corpo¬ 
ration  in  order  to  protect  the  U.S.  Treas¬ 
ury. 

THE  COMMODITY  CREDIT  CORPORATION 

The  Commodity  Credit  Corporation 
was  organized  October  17,  1933,  under 
the  laws  of  the  State  of  Delaware,  as  an 


agency  of  the  United  States.  From  1933 
to  1939  the  Corporation  was  managed 
and  operated  in  close  affiliation  with  the 
Reconstruction  Finance  Corporation. 
On  July  1, 1939,  it  was  transferred  to  the 
Department  of  Agriculture  by  the  Presi¬ 
dent’s  Reorganization  Plan  I.  Under  the 
Commodity  Credit  Corporation  Charter 
Act  of  June  29,  1948,  it  was  established 
as  an  agency  and  instrumentality  of  the 
United  States  under  a  permanent  Fed¬ 
eral  charter. 

The  original  capital  in  1933  was  $3 
million.  The  act  of  March  8,  1938,  gave 
CCC  its  first  borrowing  authority  of  $500 
million.  This  was  increased  periodi¬ 
cally  until  it  had  reached  $6.75  billion  in 
1950.  This  amount  has  been  increased 
four  times  since  1952  and  now  stands  at 
$14.5  billion. 

The  Corporation  is  managed  by  a 
board  of  directors,  subject  to  the  general 
supervision  and  direction  of  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  Agriculture,  who  is,  ex  officio,  a 
director  and  chairman  of  the  board.  The 
board  consists  of  the  Secretary  of  Agri¬ 
culture  and  six  other  members  appointed 
by  the  President  and  confirmed  by  the 
Senate. 

Under  the  provisions  of  the  Corpora¬ 
tion’s  charter,  its  officers  and  employees 
are  obligated  to  operate  on  a  sound  busi¬ 
ness  basis  and  protect  the  assets  of  the 
Corporation.  In  the  past,  the  officers 
and  directors  have  been  full-time  em¬ 
ployees  of  the  Department,  and  thereby 
able  to  give  only  a  portion  of  their  time 
and  attention  to  this  $14.5  billion  Cor¬ 
poration,  the  largest  in  the  world,  han¬ 
dling  the  greatest  volume  of  buying  and 
selling  of  any  business  organization 
known. 

The  policies  adopted  and  actions 
taken  by  Department  and  CCC  officials 
in  recent  years  have  been  disappointing 
to  the  committee.  In  the  opinion  of 
many  members,  they  have  lacked  com¬ 
plete  objectivity. 

As  a  result,  the  record  indicates  that 
much  unnecessary  cost  has  been  in¬ 
curred  and  much  money  has  been 
wasted,  all  of  which  has  to  be  restored  by 
appropriations  from  the  Treasury. 

STORAGE  COSTS  EXCESSIVE 

Many  fail  to  realize  that  about  half  of 
the  price  support  expenditures  each  year 
are  for  such  items  as  storage  and  han¬ 
dling,  transportation,  interest  and  ad¬ 
ministration.  Despite  frequent  com¬ 
ments  concerning  subsidies  and  price 
support  benefits  to  the  farmer,  the 
amount  which  eventually  goes  to  the 
farmer  is  only  a  portion  of  the  cost.  In 
fact  every  group  seems  to  be  cut  in  on 
profits  far  beyond  those  received  by  the 
farmer.  In  fiscal  year  1959,  for  exam¬ 
ple,  storage,  transportation,  administra¬ 
tive  and  interest  costs  were  49  percent 
of  the  total  losses  under  the  price  sup¬ 
port  program.  And,  while  the  rates  for 
these  nonfarm  costs  assure  a  handsome 
profit,  amounts  paid  to  farmers  as  price 
supports  hardly  cover  production  costs. 

In  1959,  storage  and  handling  charges 
totaled  $481.7  million.  Storage  charges 
for  1960  are  estimated  at  $612  million. 
Further,  unless  something  is  done  to  curb 
this  increasing  cost,  storage  costs  are 
expected  to  exceed  $700  million  in  1961. 
It  should  be  noted  that  this  latter 


Com  (bushels) 

Support 

levels 

(percent) 

Acreage  • 
harvested 
(million 
acres) 

Yield  per 
acre 

Production 

(million) 

CCC 

inventory 

(million) 

Storage  and 
handling 
costs 
(million) 

1952 . 

90 

80.9 

40.7 

3, 292. 0 

$500. 0 

$28. 3 

84 

75.6 

45.7 

3, 445. 3 

1.245.6 

71.5 

1958 . — 

77 

73.3 

51.8 

3, 800. 9 

1,857.8 

140.0 

1959 . 

81.6 

51.5 

4, 301.  2 

1, 861. 3 

133.5 

1960 
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amount  is  nearly  equal  to  the  cost  of 
running  all  of  the  Department’s  regular 
activities  in  1953,  including  research, 
marketing  extension,  soil  conservation, 
crop  insurance,  regulatory  activities,  and 
forestry. 

During  this  period,  while  support 
prices  to  farmers  were  being  reduced  by 
an  average  of  20  percent,  rates  paid  to 
warehousemen  for  storage  were  being  in¬ 
creased  substantially.  Further,  since 
the  farmer  pays  for  the  first  year  of  stor¬ 
age,  this  increase  in  storage  costs  further 
reduced  the  net  amount  of  his  loan  by 
the  same  amount.  The  total  cost  of 
storage  was  increased  from  $73.3  million 
in  fiscal  year  1952  to  $481.7  million  in 
fiscal  year  1959 — pages  483-486,  part  3, 
1961  hearings.  During  this  same  period, 
net  income  to  the  farmer  dropped  about 
24  percent. 

Committee  investigations  made  in  1955 
and  1956,  which  have  been  made  a  mat¬ 
ter  of  record,  disclosed  various  actions 
of  the  Department  to  increase  storage 
costs  through  increased  rates  and  bene¬ 
fits  to  private  warehousemen  and  the 
use  of  commission  merchants  and  for¬ 
warding  agents  in  lieu  of  available  De¬ 
partment  personnel.  These  investiga¬ 
tions  also  provided  information  to  show 
that  commodities  were  often  moved  from 
one  area  of  the  country  to  another,  re¬ 
gardless  of  expense,  in  order  to  fill  empty 
commercial  warehouses,  even  though 
Government  storage  bins  were  left  va¬ 
cant.  In  1955,  over  16  million  bushels 
of  corn  were  moved  from  the  Midwest 
to  the  West  coast  at  q  cost  to  the  Gov¬ 
ernment  of  over  $8  million,  even  though 
vacant  space  remained  at  locations  from 
which  shipped. 

A  comprehensive  committee  investiga¬ 
tion  conducted  last  fall  provided  further 
information  which  helps  to  explain  why 
storage  charges  have  increased  so  much 
in  recent  years.  For  example,  this  in¬ 
vestigation  included  figures  showing  that 
storage  charges  paid  certain  warehouses 
during  the  period  1957-59  were  suffi¬ 
ciently  high  to  allow  the  owners  to 
recover  their  investment  in  buildings'* 
and  equipment  in  a  period  of  2  years.  In 
one  instance,  the  investment  was  liqui¬ 
dated  in  16  months.  While  uniform 
storage  rates  for  uniform  warehousing 
and  storage  appear  sound,  the  same  rate 
for  inferior  or  low-cost  warehousing 
cannot  be  justified  and  is  far  too  ex¬ 
pensive  to  the  Corporation. 

Further,  during  this  period  of  price 
reductions  for  the  farmer  and  profitable 
increases  for  all  others,  the  Commodity 
Credit  Corporation  disposed  of  usable 
Government-owned  storage  bins  at  a 
substantial  loss.  During  this  same  pe¬ 
riod,  many  CCC-owned  bins  were  leased 
to  private  persons,  some  of  which  were 
rerented  for  storage  of  Government- 
owned  grain.  The  figures  on  pages  758- 
759,  part  3,  1961  hearings,  show  that  as 
of  December  31,  1957,  some  31.7  million 
bushels  of  CCC  storage  bins  were  leased 
for  three-fourths  cent  per  bushel  per 
month — an  annual  rate  of  9  cents  per 
bushel.  Some  of  this  type  of  space  has 
been  rerented  by  CCCJ  for  the  standard 
annual  rate  of  16.5  cents  per  bushel,  plus 
loading  in  and  out  charges. 

Evidence  has  also  come  to  the  com¬ 
mittee’s  attention  that  Government- 


owned  storage  space  such  as  bins  and 
liberty  ships  was  and  is  being  held  va¬ 
cant  in  order  to  keep  private  warehouse 
space  filled  at  excessive  storage  rates. 

Officials  of  the  Commodity  Credit  Cor¬ 
poration  state  that  these  actions  were 
taken  under  their  interpretation  of  au¬ 
thority  in  section  3  of  the  charter  of  the 
Corporation,  which  reads  as  follows: 

That  nothing  contained  in  this  subsection 
(b)  shall  limit  the  duty  of  the  Corporation, 
to  the  maximum  extent  practical  consist¬ 
ent  with  the  fulfillment  of  the  Corporation's 
purposes  and  the  effective  and  efficient  con¬ 
duct  of  its  business,  to  utilize  the  usual 
and  customary  channel  facilities  and  ar¬ 
rangements  of  the  trade  and  commerce  in 
warehousing  commodities. 

It  is  the  opinion  of  the  majority  of 
this  committee,  in  view  of  the  obliga¬ 
tion  of  the  officers  of  the  Corporation  to 
protect  its  assets  and  thereby  the  tax¬ 
payer,  that  these  actions  do  not  con¬ 
stitute  “effective  and  efficient”  conduct 
of  the  Corporation’s  business. 

RECLASSING  OF  COTTON 

Since  1956,  the  Corporation  has  paid 
out  over  $166  million  in  rebates  on  cot¬ 
ton  reclassed  after  sale,  a  large  part  to 
international  cotton  traders  who  held 
such  cottpn  for  the  Government  in  their 
own  warehouses  where  they  could  easily 
have  advance  knowledge  of  reclassing 
rebates,  thus  preventing  true  competi¬ 
tion  at  time  of  sale.  A  breakdown  of 
this  amount  is  set  forth  on  page  314, 
part  3,  1961  hearings.  Much  of  this 
cottton  was  sold  by  such  buyers  from 
CCC  in  world  trade  at  higher  than  the 
original  class,  as  shown  by  previous 
committee  investigations. 

The  committee  developed  these  facts 
in  1958  and  the  CCC  stopped  the  practice 
for  the  past  year — selling  approximately 
6  million  bales  without  reclass  after  sale. 
Thus  no  rebate  was  paid.  Notwithstand¬ 
ing  this  fact,  yielding  to  pressure  from 
those  who  received  such  rebates,  the  De¬ 
partment  has  again  refused  to  reclass 
before  sale  so  as  to  have  maximum  com¬ 
petition  and  treat  all  bidders  alike.  It 
has  announced  that  for  the  ensuing  year 
it  will  reclass  cotton  after  sale  on  a  dis¬ 
count  basis. 

In  the  opinion  of  the  committee  such 
action  shows  an  utter  disregard  of  the 
obligation  to  protect  the  assets  of  the 
Corporation  and  thereby  the  taxpayer. 

FAILURE  TO  SELL  COMPETITIVELY 

For  a  number  of  years  the  CCC,  fol¬ 
lowing  orders  of  the  Department,  refused 
to  sell  U.S.  agricultural  commodities 
competitively  in  world  markets,  notwith¬ 
standing  unlimited  authority  to  sell 
competitively  for  dollars.  Page  148, 
part  3,  1961  hearings,  shows  the  years 
in  which  commodities  were  not  offered 
competitively.  During  that  period,  CCC 
stocks  on  hand  increased  from  $1  billion 
as  of  June  30,  1952,  to  $3.7  billion  on 
June  30,  1954,  and  $5  billion  on  June  30, 
1955. 

Finally  in  late  1954,  at  the  insistence  of 
this  committee,  the  Department  began 
selling  some  commodities  competitively 
in  world  trade  for  dollars.  Finally  all 
commodities  except  cotton  were  offered. 
During  this  period,  while  cotton  was  held 
off  world  markets,  CCC  holdings  of  cot¬ 
ton  increased  from  $418,000  in  1952  to 
$1,249,813,000  in  1956. 


In  1955,  at  the  insistence  of  this  com¬ 
mittee,  the  first  cotton  was  offered  for 
sale  abroad  for  dollars  on  a  competitive 
basis  and  1  million  bales  were  sold  in  a 
very  short  time.  Then  at  the  request  of 
American  international  cotton  mer¬ 
chants,  the  Government  again  held  U.S. 
surplus  cotton  off  world  markets.  Con¬ 
gress  then  passed  the  Agricultural  Act 
of  1956  requiring  sales  for  dollars.  Not¬ 
withstanding  this  legislation,  the  Depart¬ 
ment  in  1958  refused  to  offer  cotton  at 
competitive  prices  “in  violation  of  law” 
according  to  the  Comptroller  General. 
Exports  dropped  from  7.6  million  bales 
in  1956-57  to  2.8  million  bales  in  1958- 
59.  This  course  has  cost  the  CCC  and 
the  people  hundreds  of  millions  of  dol¬ 
lars  and  has  done  great  damage  to  the 
U.S.  cotton  producers. 

In  1959,  competitive  oversea  sales 
were  started  again  and  exports  for 
1959-60  will  again  increase  to  a  total  of 
6.5  million  bales,  from  a  low  of  2.8  mil¬ 
lion  bales  in  1958-59  when  the  CCC,  un¬ 
der  instructions  from  the  Department, 
was  holding  U.S.  commodities  off  world 
markets,  increasing  storage  costs  and 
holding  an  umbrella  over  increased  for¬ 
eign  production. 

Despite  the  success  of  the  competitive 
sales  program,  the  CCC  now  is  using  the 
payment-in-kind  approach,  the  cost  of 
which  is  hard  to  determine.  Future  in¬ 
vestigations  will  likely  show  exorbitant 
profits  to  many  nonfarmers. 

LACK  OF  SALES  PROGRAM 

It  will  also  be  recalled  that  this  $14.5 
billion  Corporation,  which  was  purchas¬ 
ing  increasing  quantities  of  commodities 
each  year,  did  not  even  have  a  sales 
organization  or  a  sales  manager  until 
congressional  action  was  taken  to  require 
such  a  program.  In  1956,  this  committee 
created  a  special  position  of  sales  man¬ 
ager  and  directed  the  Corporation  to  set 
up  a  sales  organization  and  undertake  an 
aggressive  sales  program.  The  work  of 
this  sales  manager  has  been  fairly  effec¬ 
tive.  However,  domination  by  other  of¬ 
ficials  of  the  Department  and  lack  of  au¬ 
thority  to  sell  have  reduced  his  effective¬ 
ness. 

RECOMMENDED  IMPROVEMENTS  IN  CCC 
OPERATIONS 

These  factors  have  caused  a  majority 
of  the  members  of  the  committee  to 
agree  that  the  operations  of  this  huge 
corporation  must  be  improved.  Con¬ 
siderable  monetary  savings  could  be  made 
through  improved  operations. 

The  committee  believes  that  CCC 
would  be  more  effectively  and  effi¬ 
ciently  run  and  its  assets  better  pro¬ 
tected,  if  its  officers  were  full-time  em¬ 
ployees  of  the  Corporation  rather  than 
officials  of  the  Department,  with  full  time 
jobs  with  other  activities  of  the  Depart¬ 
ment.  The  committee  has  therefore  in¬ 
cluded  language  in  the  bill  to  require 
that  the  officers  and  directors  of  the 
Commodity  Credit  Corporation  be  paid 
from  corporate  funds,  after  February  1, 
1961.  This  should  have  the  effect  of  giv¬ 
ing  the  Corporation  more  independence 
and  should  lead  to  greater  efficiency  in 
its  operation  and  less  impairment  of 
capital,  which  will  thereby  reduce  the 
amount  of  future  appropriations  re¬ 
quired. 
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Further,  since  the  officers  and  direc¬ 
tors  of  the  Corporation  have  the  obliga¬ 
tion  to  operate  efficiently  and  to  protect 
the  assets  of  the  Corporation,  and  there¬ 
by  the  Government  and  the  taxpayers,  a 
majority  of  the  members  of  the  commit¬ 
tee  believe  from  the  record  before  them 
that  certain  corrective  actions  are  neces¬ 
sary  with  regard  to  storage  practices. 

The  committee  urges  the  Corporation 
to  decrease  amounts  paid  for  other  than 
farmer-owned  storage  by  at  least  the  re¬ 
duced  value  of  the  commodity  stored,  as 
determined  by  the  reduction  in  price  sup¬ 
port  levels  and  per-unit  investment  of 
the  Government  since  1952  in  such  com¬ 
modities.  It  also  urges  the  Corporation 
to  discontinue  the  sale  or  lease  of  Gov¬ 
ernment  storage  space  to  commercial 
concerns  where  such  space  can  be  used 
more  economically  to  store  commodities 
by  CCC. 

Further,  should  the  Corporation’s 
holdings  be  reduced  to  the  point  that 
competition  exists  between  warehouse¬ 
men  at  terminal  markets  or  ports,  a  ma¬ 
jority  of  the  members  believe  that  the 
CCC  should  set  up  guide  rules  or  perhaps 
advertise  for  bids,  in  order  to  hold  down 
costs  and  reduce  the  opoprtunity  for 
favoritism  in  determining  which  ware¬ 
houses  will  receive  Government  business 
at  such  points. 

The  committee  does  not  approve  the 
moving  of  CCC  stocks  from  Government 
storage  bins  and  liberty  ships  into  com¬ 
mercial  space  in  order  to  pay  commercial 
warehousemen  storage  costs.  The  Gov¬ 
ernment-owned  facilities  should  be  used 
to  capacity  at  all  times.  Furthermore, 
the  CCC  should  not  encourage  expansion 
of  commei’cial  storage  facilities  beyond 
community  needs  by  offering  unrealistic 
rates  that  encourage  highly  speculative 
investments  on  the  part  of  inexperienced 
grain  storers.  Prior  to  any  request  to 
the  warehouse  industry  to  provide  addi¬ 
tional  storage,  the  CCC  should  make  a 
survey  to  determine  the  adequacy  of 
space  to  handle  stocks  over  an  extended 
period  of  time. 

The  committee  is  firmly  opposed  to  the 
proposal  to  reinstate  reclassing  of  cotton 
after  sale.  They  oppose  it  for  two  rea¬ 
sons:  First,  it  adds  to  the  capital  im¬ 
pairment  of  the  Corporation  and  in¬ 
creases  the  annual  appropriations  by  les¬ 
sening  competition  and  funds  received 
by  CCC  from  sales;  and  second,  such  a 
practice  gives  a  definite  advantage  to  the 
large  cotton  buyers  who  also  have  large 
quantities  of  CCC-owned  cotton  stored 
in  their  warehouses  and  thereby  are  in 
a  position  to  anticipate  rebates  from  re¬ 
classing  in  offering  bids  for  cotton  pur¬ 
chases  from  CCC  on  a  competitive  basis. 

The  committee  has  included  language 
in  the  bill,  therefore,  which  prohibits  the 
use  of-  CCC  funds  to  carry  on  cotton  re¬ 
classing  after  time  of  sale.  It  is  of  the 
opinion  that  any  reclass  of  cotton  should 
be  contingent  upon  determination  by 
CCC  that  there  is  a  need  for  such  reclass. 
Further,  it  believes  that  cotton  should 
be  sold  by  sample  or  cataloged  so  as  to 
give  all  purchasers  an  equal  opportunity 
to  bid.  The  committee  notes  that  the 
Department,  following  such  a  course, 
sold  6  million  bales  of  cotton  this  year 
without  such  reclass  after  sale. 
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NEW  APPROACH  TO  PRODUCTION  CONTROL  NEEDED 

The  most  serious  problem  facing  Agri¬ 
culture  today  is  the  continued  overpro¬ 
duction  of  crops  already  in  surplus 
supply.  Yields  per  acre  for  nearly  all 
crops  have  increased  steadily  in  recent 
years.  Total  production  has  also  in¬ 
creased,  despite  acreage  controls  and  the 
Soil  Bank. 

When  the  present  system  of  acreage 
controls  was  placed  into  effect  over  20 
years  ago,  it  was  fairly  effective,  since 
acreage  yields  were  limited  by  the  type 
of  agriculture  used  at  that  time.  In 
recent  years,  however,  this  means  of 
control  has  become  completely  ineffec¬ 
tive  due  to  improved  methods  of  cultiva¬ 
tion  and  increased  use  of  machinery, 
fertilizer,  insecticides,  and  improved 
seed. 

It  is  apparent  to  this  committee  that 
something  has  to  be  done.  Correction 
must  be  made,  both  for  the  welfare  of 
the  farmer  and  the  Federal  Treasury. 

In  seeking  a  solution,  several  facts 
are  evident: 

First.  What  we  have  been  doing  has 
not  worked.  After  spending  or  commit¬ 
ting  ourselves  to  spend  nearly  $26  bil¬ 
lion,  the  record  shows  the  situation  to 
be  three  to  four  times  worse  in  terms  of 
surplus  inventories  of  CCC. 

Second.  Farm  income  is  now  so  low, 
even  with  the  sale  of  the  overproduction 
to  the  Government,  that  farm  purchas¬ 
ing  power  must  be  protected  from  a 
further  drop. 

Third.  Any  future  farm  program  must 
provide  that  farm  income  shall  come 
from  the  production  of  that  quantity  of 
product  necessary  for  domestic  and  for¬ 
eign  markets.  In  the  interest  of  the 
overall  national  economy,  such  produc¬ 
tion  must  reflect  farm  costs  plus  a  rea¬ 
sonable  profit.  Such  income  should  come 
from  the  marketplace. 

Fourth.  To  bring  about  correction,  we 
have  one  factor  which  should  enable  us 
to  scale  back  overproduction  without 
injury  to  farm  income  or  further  cost 
to  the  taxpayer  during  the  period  of  ad¬ 
justment.  This  is  the  $9.2  billion  of  CCC 
commodities  on  hand  which  are  already 
paid  for.  Commodities  from  these  stocks 
should  be  offered  to  farmers  in  consid¬ 
eration  for  cutting  back  farm  produc¬ 
tion. 

If  such  a  plan  were  put  into  effect, 
there  would  be  a  number  of  important 
benefits  to  the  national  economy — (a) 
the  Government  would  save  storage 
costs,  (b)  price  support  costs  would  be 
reduced  in  line  with  production  actually 
eliminated,  (c)  farmers  would  save  the 
cost  of  producing  extra  units  of  produc¬ 
tion  for  which  there  is  no  market.  Fur¬ 
ther,  no  additional  outlays  of  funds 
would  be  required  to  accomplish  this  ob¬ 
jective,  since  commodities  to  be  used  are 
in  Government  stocks  and  will  other¬ 
wise  be  given  away  under  Public  Law 
480. 

Once  production  and  demand  are  in 
reasonsable  adjustment  under  this  pro¬ 
gram,  it  would  appear  that  fair  and  rea¬ 
sonable  price  supports  should  be  pro¬ 
vided  for  the  farmer’s  share  of  the  do¬ 
mestic  market.  Any  overproduction 
should  be  eligible  for  foreign  markets  at 
world  prices.  If  this  course  were  fol¬ 


lowed,  the  cost  to  the  Government  would 
be  negligible. 

The  other  course  which  might  be  fol¬ 
lowed  would  be  to  continue  price  sup¬ 
ports  on  total  production,  limited  to  do¬ 
mestic,  and  foreign  markets.  If  this 
approach  were  used,  the  Government 
would  continue  to  pay  the  cost  of  the 
difference  between  the  support  price  to 
offset  high  American  costs  and  the  world 
market. 

Whichever  course  is  followed,  or  if 
some  other  answer  is  to  be  found,  it  is 
the  belief  of  a  majority  of  this  commit¬ 
tee  that  the  Department  and  the  Con¬ 
gress  should  get  together  without  delay 
on  a  plan  to  use  surplus  commodities  on 
hand  to  get  farmers  to  cut  total  produc¬ 
tion  of  wheat  and  feed  grains — the  area 
of  greatest  difficulty  at  the  present 
time — which  commodities  must  be  con¬ 
sidered  together.  Merely  cutting  acre¬ 
age  will  not  work,  as  shown  by  the 
record. 

The  Department  should  be  authorized 
to  immediately  institute  a  program  which 
will  encourage  each  producer  of  wheat, 
com,  and  feed  grains  to  curtail  his  pro¬ 
duction  up  to  25  percent  in  any  one  year 
in  return  for  the  transfer  to  him  from 
CCC  stocks  of  an  equal  quantity  of  the 
commodity  for  which  reduction  was 
made. 

Under  such  a  plan,  the  Secretary  of 
Agriculture  would  transfer  from  Govern¬ 
ment  stocks  of  wheat,  corn,  grain  sor¬ 
ghum,  or  other  feed  grains,  which  are 
otherwise  available  for  shipment  to  for¬ 
eign  countries  under  Public  Law  480  and 
similar  programs,  to  any  U.S.  producer 
of  said  grains  upon  the  following  terms 
and  conditions : 

First.  The  producer  must  reduce  his 
total  production  of  wheat,  corn,  grain 
sorghum,  or  other  feed  grain  below  his 
average  production  of  all  of  said  grains 
for  the  3  preceding  years. 

Second.  The  Secretary  shall  first  enter 
into  an  agreement  for  a  period  of  from 
1  to  3  years  with  any  such  producer  of 
wheat,  corn,  grain  sorghum,  or  other 
feed  grain,  or  any  combination  thereof, 
which  will  require  upon  the  part  of  such 
producer  that  he  reduce  his  total  pro¬ 
duction  of  all  of  said  grains  below  his 
average  production  of  the  3  preceding 
years  before  such  producer  can  qualify 
to  receive  Government  stocks. 

Third.  The  Secretary  shall  determine 
the  amount  of  such  transfer  of  said  feed 
grains  to  be  offered  for  transfer  in  any 
year  to  any  one  producer,  but  in  no  case 
shall  the  amount  exceed  25  percent  of  the 
average  production  of  said  producer  for 
the  3  years  next  preceding  the  date  of 
such  agreement.  Such  transfer  may  be 
made  by  transferring  warehouse  receipts. 

Fourth.  To  obtain  such  Government 
stocks,  each  farmer  must  (a)  file  notice 
with  the  county,  committee  that  he  ex¬ 
pects  to  avail  himself  of  such  offer,  (b) 
agree  in  writing  to  reduce  his  total  pro¬ 
duction  of  all  or  any  combination  of  such 
grains  for  the  years  included  in  such 
agreement,  (c)  submit  a  statement  of  his 
production  of  all  of  said  crops  for  the  3 
preceding  years,  together  with  such  addi¬ 
tional  proof  as  may  be  required  by  the 
Secretary,  (d)  certify  that  he  will  not 
increase  his  production  of  other  com- 
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mercial  crops,  and  (e)  supply  such  proof 
of  reduced  production  as  the  Secretary 
may  require. 

Fifth.  Insofar  as  practical,  grain  so 
transferred  shall  be  of  the  same  type  and 
kind  as  that  for  which  reduction  in  pro¬ 
duction  was  made  by  such  producer. 
When  not  practical,  such  transfer  shall 
be  in  quantities  of  grains  of  equivalent 
monetary  value. 

Sixth.  The  Secretary  of  Agriculture 
would  be  authorized  to  issue  such  rules 
and  regulations  as  may  be  essential  to 
carry  out  this  provision. 

As  a  part  of  such  a  plan,  a  commis¬ 
sion  could  well  be  appointed  to  study 
and  prepare  a  farm  plan  for  submission 
to  the  Congress  after  adjustment  of 
production  has  been  made.  Such  plan 
should  be  based  on  protecting  farm  in¬ 
come  at  the  market  place  and  keeping 
production  in  line  with  domestic  and 
foreign  markets.  This  approach  is 
deemed  necessary  because  of  wide  differ¬ 
ences  which  now  exist  between  farm  or¬ 
ganizations  and  between  farm  leaders, 
including  those  in  the  Congress. 

It  is  believed  by  a  majority  of  the 
members  of  the  committee  that  this 
proposal  is  a  start  -in  the  right  direc¬ 
tion,  that  is,  toward  a  program  of  bal¬ 
ancing  production  with  market  demand 
and  the  long  time  need  to  maintain 
soil  and  water  resources.  It  would  pro¬ 
vide  an  effective  means  of  controlling 
production  through  production  quotas  on 
the  quantity  of  a  commodity  which  may 
be  produced  and  marketed.  In  addition, 
it  would  save  farmers  their  present  cost 
of  production  on  that  part  of  their  pro¬ 
duction  eliminated,  and  would  save  the 
Government  the  price  support  and  stor¬ 
age  and  handling  costs  on  the  surplus 
which  otherwise  would  be  produced.  It 
is  to  be  noted  that,  under  this  plan, 
the  Government  would  save  storage  costs 
of  from  11.68  cents  per  annum  for  oats 
to  around  16.5  cents  for  corn  and  17.885 
cents  for  wheat  and  flax,  for  each  bushel 
removed  from  storage.  Also,  it  should 
be  remembered  that  it  would  cost  the 
Government  little,  if  anything,  for  com¬ 
modities  transferred  to  farmers  in  pay¬ 
ment  for  reduced  production,  since  such 
commodities  are  now  on  hand  and  will 
otherwise  be  given  away  under  the  “for¬ 
eign  aid”  Public  Law  480  program. 

BENEFITS  TO  GENERAL  PUBLIC 

As  pointed  out  in  previous  years,  most 
of  the  programs  of  the  Department  are 
of  direct  benefit  to  every  citizen  of  the 
United  States  and  should  not  be  con¬ 
sidered  to  be  exclusively  for  the  bene¬ 
fit  of  the  farmer.  American  consumers 
in  general  receive  as  large  a  share  of  the 
benefits  from  Federal  funds  spent  for 
agriculture  each  year  as  do  the  farmers 
themselves.  Programs  benefiting  the 
general  public  as  much  or  more  than  the 
farmer  include  the  following: 

First.  Improvement  and  protection  of 
public  health,  including  home  economics 
and  human  nutrition  research,  plant  and 
animals  disease  and  pest  control,  meat 
and  poultry  inspection,  school  lunch  and 
special  milk  programs,  and  donations  to 
schools,  institutions  and  needy  people. 

Second.  International  relations  and 
national  defense,  including  Foreign  Agri¬ 
cultural  Service,  donations  to  Veterans’ 


Administration  and  Defense  Department, 
donations  to  needy  people  abroad,  Inter¬ 
national  Wheat  Agreement,  emergency 
famine  relief,  sales  for  foreign  currencies 
(Public  Law  480) ,  and  bartered  materials 
for  stockpile. 

Third.  Regulation  and  improvement 
of  marketing,  including  marketing,  re¬ 
search  and  regulatory  activities,  market 
inspection,  grading,  classing  and  stand¬ 
ards,  agricultural  estimates,  market  news 
services,  freight  rate  services,  the  Com¬ 
modity  Exchange  Authority,  and  the 
Farmers  Cooperative  Service. 

Fourth.  Conservation  of  natural  re¬ 
sources,  including  the  Soil  Conservation 
Service,  watershed  protection,  flood  pre¬ 
vention,  Great  Plains  program,  and  the 
agricultural  conservation  program. 

Of  the  funds  expended  for  agriculture 
for  fiscal  year  1960,  it  is  estimated  by  the 
Department  that  over  54  percent  will  be 
spent  for  programs  which  benefit  the 
general  public  as  well  as  the  farmer. 
Estimated  expenditures  for  fiscal  year 
1961  indicate  the  same  situation — page 
26,  part  1,  1961  hearings. 

AMERICAN  CONSUMER  EATING  BETTER 

Further,  it  should  be  pointed  out  that 
the  American  consumer  is  eating  more 
and  better  food  at  less  cost  than  ever  be¬ 
fore  in  history.  While  per  capita  income 
in  the  United  States  has  increased 
steadily  each  year,  consumers  are  spend¬ 
ing  a  smaller  share  of  this  income  for 
food.  Department  of  Agriculture  statis¬ 
tics — page  85,  part  1,  1961  hearings — in¬ 
dicate  that  the  average  American  con¬ 
sumer  is  spending  about  21  percent  of  his 
income  for  food,  as  compared  to  23  per¬ 
cent  in  1951  and  27  percent  at  the  end  of 
World  War  II.  Figures  on  page  87,  part 
1,  1961  hearings,  show  that  1  hour  of 
factory  labor  will  buy  twice  as  much  food 
as  it  would  30  years  ago.  In  1929,  1 
hour  of  labor  would  buy  6.4  loaves  of 
bread,  while  in  1959,  1  hour  of  labor 
bought  11.3  loaves.  One  hour  of  labor 
will  now  buy  17.6  pints  of  milk  as  com¬ 
pared  to  7.8  pints  in  1929.  The  same  re¬ 
lationship  applies  for  meat,  butter,  eggs, 
potatoes,  oranges,  and  most  other  agri¬ 
cultural  items. 

DONATIONS  AT  HOME  AND  ABROAD 

When  considering  the  cost  of  agricul¬ 
tural  programs,  it  is  important  to  realize 
that  a  significant  part  of  the  cost  of  the 
Department  of  Agriculture  is  due  to  the 
furnishing  of  foods  to  needy  people,  both 
in  the  United  States  and  overseas. 
Since  1953,  $1.3  billion  of  surplus  foods 
have  been  distributed  to  the  needy  peo¬ 
ple  of  this  country.  This  has  been  of  di¬ 
rect  help  to  States  and  local  communi¬ 
ties  in  handling  their  own  welfare  pro¬ 
grams.  In  1959,  over  21  million  Ameri¬ 
cans  benefited  from  these  surplus  foods. 
Since  1953,  approximately  the  same 
amount  of  surplus  foods  have  been  given 
to  needy  persons  in  foreign  countries.- 
These  donations  have  been  made 
through  U.S.  voluntary  agencies  in 
which  church-affiliated  organizations 
have  played  an  important  part. 

While  the  cost  of  the  Public  Law  480 
program,  which  is  paid  for  in  American 
dollars,  is  carried  in  the  agricultural  ap¬ 
propriation  bill  and,  therefore,  charged 
against  the  farmer  by  those  who  are  un¬ 
friendly  to  agriculture,  most  of  the  real 


benefits  seem  to  go  to  everyone  but  the 
American  farmer.  Some  85  to  90  per¬ 
cent  of  all  foreign  currencies  received  in 
payment  for  foods  shipped  abroad  is 
either  given  or  loaned  back  to  the  gov¬ 
ernment  of  the  recipient  countries. 
These  funds,  which  are  frequently  used 
to  create  or  expand  foreign  agricultural 
production  in  competition  with  U.S.  pro¬ 
ducers,  are  handled  by  the  International 
Cooperation  Administration  as  a  supple¬ 
ment  to  the  regular  foreign  aid  program. 

The  balance  of  these  foreign  curren¬ 
cies  are  set  aside  for  the  use  of  the 
United  States  to  meet  oversea  expendi¬ 
tures  which  otherwise  would  have  to  be 
met  by  appropriations  from  the  U.S. 
Treasury.  Under  the  provisions  of  sec¬ 
tion  104  of  Public  Law  480,  these  foreign 
currencies  may  be  used  for  a  variety  of 
U.S.  purposes  abroad,  including  market 
development,  trade  fairs,  supplemental 
stockpiling,  educational  activities,  trans¬ 
lation  and  acquisition  of  foreign  publi¬ 
cations,  scientific  activities,  construction 
of  U.S.  buildings  and  operation  of  U.S. 
agencies. 

The  bulk  of  these  currencies  are  be¬ 
ing  used  overseas  for  such  things  as  for¬ 
eign  aid  operations,  military  housing, 
stockpiling,  and  educational  and  re¬ 
search  activities.  Yet  the  cost  of  the 
foreign  currencies  used  for  these  pro¬ 
grams  has  been  included  in  the  agricul¬ 
tural  appropriation  bill,  rather  than  in 
the  bills  of  the  appropriate  Federal 
agencies.  On  May  5,  1958,  an  official  of 
the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation 
pointed  out  that  present  legislation  pre¬ 
vents  CCC  from  even  recovering  interest 
which  it  must  pay  from  those  agencies 
which  derive  benefits  under  the  barter 
program  of  Public  Law  480.  In  connec¬ 
tion  with  oversea  military  housing 
financed  through  this  means,  he  stated- 

Under  our  arrangements  with  the  De¬ 
partment  of  Defense,  CCC  will  receive  reim¬ 
bursement  for  its,  investment  from  savings 
in  quarters  and  station  allowances  which 
would  otherwise  be  paid  to  the  military 
personnel  occupying  the  completed  housing. 
Based  upon  Department  of  Defense  esti¬ 
mates,  CCC  will  not  recover  its  investment 
in  the  housing  for  a  period  of  some  17  years. 

During  this  time,  CCC  must  pay  interest 
to  the  U.S.  Treasury  on  the  $50  million 
which  it  has  tied  up  in  the  housing.  This 
interest  cost,  running  to  about  $14  million, 
cannot  be  recovered  from  the  Department 
of  Defense  under  existing  legislation  and 
will  be  reflected  as  a  charge  against  the 
farm  program  administered  by  the  De¬ 
partment  of  Agriculture. 

In  my  opinion,  I  would  be  derelict  in  my 
responsibilties  if  I  recommended  the  ap¬ 
proval  of  other  housing  projects  of  this 
kind. 

THE  CRANBERRY  INCIDENT 

The  situation  which  developed  last 
fall  with  respect  to  the  misuse  of  chemi¬ 
cals  on  cranberries  and  caponettes  on  a 
relatively  small  percentage  of  total  pro¬ 
duction  points  up  a  serious  problem 
facing  Agriculture  with  respect  to  the 
use  of  pesticides  and  sprays.  From  the 
standpoint  of  public  health  it  should  be 
recognized  that  many  such  chemicals 
are  necessary  to  protect  food.  Failure 
to  use  insecticides  could  result  in  the 
production  of  foodstuffs  even  more 
harmful  to  human  health  than  those 
heretofore  condemned.  Also,  pesticides 
and  sprays  must  be  used  by  farmers  to 
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produce  the  high  quality  and  low  cost 
foods  which  the  consumers  of  the  United 
States  are  demanding.  Further,  the 
use  of  sprays  is  necessary  to  prevent 
sizable  economic  losses  to  the  Nation 
from  pest  and  disease  damage  to  crops. 

The  development  of  more  effective  in¬ 
secticides  is  one  of  the  reasons  why  only 
12  percent  of  the  people  in  this  country 
are  able  to  feed  the  other  88  percent— 
a  situation  which  has  never  before 
existed  in  the  history  of  the  world. 

Farmers  are  continually  harassed  by 
plant  and  animal  pests  and  diseases. 
They  cost  farmers  billions  of  dollars  an¬ 
nually.  For  example,  the  European  corn 
borer  has  become  one  of  the  most  in¬ 
jurious  enemies  of  corn  in  this  country. 
It  causes  substantial  losses  every  year 
and  in  recent  years  these  losses  have 
sometimes  ranged  over  $150  million  an¬ 
nually.  Cotton  insects,  principally  the 
boll  weevil,  cause  tremendous  annual 
losses,  to  which  must  be  added  the  cost 
of  chemical  controls.  Cotton  farmers 
must  spend  $75  million  or  more  an¬ 
nually  for  insecticides.  Since  pioneer 
days,  grasshoppers  have  caused  exten¬ 
sive  damage  to  both  crops  and  range- 
land.  Annual  losses  from  this  pest  are 
over  $100  million.  Cattle  grubs  are  dis¬ 
tributed  over  the  entire  country,  causing 
losses  of  about  $100  million  annually 
from  losses  in  weight  and  production, 
damage  to  hides,  and  loss  of7  meat  in 
dressed  carcasses. 

The  wide  variety  of  chemicals  used  for 
control  of  pests  and  diseases  today  serves 
only  to  allow  a  farmer  to  hold  his  own  or 
stay  even  in  his  production.  Without 
the  proper  use  of  chemical  controls,  flies 
would  contaminate  milk  with  filth  and 
create  a  hazard  to  the  public  health. 
The  codling  moth,  phony  peach  disease, 
peach  mosaic,  pear  blight,  and  the  apple 
maggot  plague  the  farmer  by  reducing 
the  quality  and  quantity  of  his  fruit 
crops.  It  would  not  be  possible  to  mar¬ 
ket  apples,  peaches,  and  pears  free  of 
worms,  rot,  scab,  and  so  forth,  without 
proper  use  of  chemicals.  These  are  but 
a  few  of  the  problems  which  the  farmer 
must  meet  in  order  to  provide  consumers 
with  an  adequate  supply  of  safe  foods  of 
good  quality. 

Subsequent  to  the  regular  hearings  on 
the  1961  budget,  the  White  House  an¬ 
nounced  that  the  Department  of  Agri¬ 
culture  would  make  indemnity  payments 
of  around  $10  million  to  cranberry  grow¬ 
ers  who  sustained  losses  on  good  and 
wholesome  berries  harvested  in  1959  be¬ 
cause  the  market  for  good  berries  had 
been  destroyed  as  the  result  of  the  un¬ 
fortunate  method  of  handling  contami¬ 
nated  berries,  which  totaled  less  than  1 
percent  of  the  total  crop.  As  a  result  of 
this  precipitous  action,  cranberry  sales 
of  good  berries  were  cut  by  two-thirds 
during  the  last  holiday  season.  It  is 
estimated  that  there  will  be  a  carryover 
of  cranberries  of  nearly  1  million  barrels 
of  such  wholesome  berries  into  the  next 
season,  nearly  a  full  year’s  crop. 

The  payment  of  such  indemnities  are 
proposed  to  be  made  under  clause  (3)  of 
section  32,  which  reads  as  follows: 

Such  sums  shall  be  maintained  In  a  sepa¬ 
rate  fund  and  shall  be  used  by  the  Secretary 
of  Agriculture  on  to  *  *  *  (3)  reestablish 


farmers  purchasing  power  by  making  pay¬ 
ments  in  connection  with  the  normal  pro¬ 
duction  of  any  agricultural  commodity  for 
domestic  consumption. 

It  is  understood  that  payments  will 
be  limited  to  wholesome  and  edible  cran¬ 
berries.  Improperly  treated  berries  have 
been  or  will  be  destroyed.  The  Depart¬ 
ment  justified  its  action  in  making  these 
payments  on  the  basis  that  damage  to 
the  market  for  good  berries  resulted 
from  governmental  action. 

In  the  opinion  of  the  majority  of  the 
members  of  the  committee,  this  entire 
situation  was  uncalled  for  and  most  un¬ 
fortunate.  It  is  believed  that  this  dam¬ 
age  to  an  important  industry  of  the  Na¬ 
tion  would  not  have  developed  had  it 
been  handled  properly  at-,  the  outset. 
Such  damage  can  be  and  should  be 
avoided  in  the  future.  If  such  action 
becomes  necessary  in  the  future,  it  is  to 
be  hoped  that  the  industry  affected  can 
be  protected  and  only  those  who  may 
have  violated  regulations  will  be  penal¬ 
ized. 

Further,  it  is  expected  that  responsible 
officials  of  the  two  Departments — Agri¬ 
culture  and  Health,  Education,  and  Wel¬ 
fare — will  work  together  with  private 
interests  so  that  they  can  all  share  in  the 
responsibility  of  establishing  and  an¬ 
nouncing  standards  to  be  followed  in  the 
use  of  chemicals  for  agricultural  pur¬ 
poses. 

The  committee  also  feels  that  the  $10 
million  indemnity  payment  announced 
by  the  President  is  not  a  proper  charge 
against  Agriculture  and  the  Department 
of  Agriculture  should  not  be  expected  to 
pick  up  the  check  for  such  damages  in 
the  future. 

AGRICULTURAL  RESEARCH  SERVICE 

Now  I  wish  briefly  to  discuss  the  de¬ 
tails  of  the  bill  before  us.  We  have  tried 
to  restrict  some  of  the  requests  with  re¬ 
gard  to  research. 

The  committee  recommends  $67,934,- 
000  for  the  research  programs  of  this 
agency  during  the  fiscal  year  1961,  which 
is  $1,047,700  less  than  the  budget  esti¬ 
mate.  The  increase  of  $212,410  over 
funds  appropriated  for  1960  covers  sev¬ 
eral  essential  research  needs  for  the 
coming  year. 

One  of  these  is  research  on  protection 
from  flood  and  erosion,  which  is  one  of 
the  major  needs  of  our  Nation.  Through 
various  programs,  the  Department 
spends  over  $600  million  per  year  for  soil 
conservation  and  related  work.  This  is 
exclusive  of  funds  provided  to  the  Corps 
of  Engineers,  and  the  Reclamation  Serv¬ 
ice.  Land  owners  contribute  additional 
amounts. 

For  several  years,  this  committee  has 
realized  the  necessity  for  research  to 
properly  support  the  action  programs  of 
the  Department.  The  committee  there¬ 
fore  has  provided  $950,000  for  establish¬ 
ment  of  four  soil  and  water  conservation 
research  facilities;  $600,000  for  staffing 
and  operation  of  the  new  Ames  Labora¬ 
tory  which  will  be  ready  for  operation 
in  1961;  $250,000  for  expanded  research 
on  tobacco;  $250,000  for  research  on 
chemicals  and  biological  measures  to  re¬ 
duce  or  avoid  hazards  from  pesticide 
residues;  $750,000  for  additional  utiliza¬ 
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tion  research;  $125,000  to  enable  the 
Department  to  increase  research  where 
most  essential  at  existing  soil  and  water 
conservation  research  facilities;  and 
$496,400  to  cover  the  Government’s 
share  of  employee  health  benefits  pur¬ 
suant  to  Public  Law  86-382. 

The  $950,000  included  for  additional 
soil  and  water  conservation  projects  in¬ 
cludes  $250,000  for  research  on  improved 
practices  for  conservation  farming  and 
ranching  in  the  Southwest;  $350,000  to 
establish  a  national  center  for  basic  re¬ 
search  on  soil-water-plant  relationship 
in  the  Northeast;  $200,000  to  expand  re¬ 
search  on  hydrology  problems  tin  the 
Southern  Great  Plains  area;  and  $*150,000 
to  strengthen  existing  research  at  a 
land-grant  college  in  the  Northwest  area 
where  an  acute  erosion  problem  is  caus¬ 
ing  the  loss  of  soil  at  an  alarming  rate. 
The  Department  is  expected  to  put  these 
faclities  at  the  appropriate  places.  The 
one  for  the  Northeast  is  to  be  located  at 
Cornell  University,  I  understand. 

Production  of  tobacco  is  one  of  the 
major  agricultural  industries  of  the 
country.  Tobacco  is  grown  on  a  total  of 
approximately  1.2  million  acres  in  22 
States  and  is  a  major  source  of  income  in 
8  of  these  States.  Total  production  of 
tobacco  in  1959  was  about  1.8  billion 
pounds  which  brought  over  $1  billion 
cash  income  to  producers.  Tobacco  pro¬ 
duces  about  $2.5  billion  per  year  in  taxes, 
$1.7  billion  of  which  goes  into  the  Fed¬ 
eral  Treasury. 

At  the  present  time,  the  tobacco  indus¬ 
try  faces  a  number  of  problems,  includ¬ 
ing  fixed  price  ceilings,  fixed  acreage,  and 
increased  labor  costs,  which  now  total 
65  percent  of  production  costs.  Work 
methods  used  in  tobacco  production  are 
still  almost  entirely  manual  and  between 
400  and  500  hours  of  human  labor  is 
required  to  produce  and  harvest  an  acre 
of  tobacco.  These  factors  make  it  im¬ 
perative  that  means  be  found  to  improve 
and  mechanize  production  and  harvest¬ 
ing  methods  and  techniques.  Therefore, 
the  committee  has  added  an  additional 
$250,000  for  such  research.  These  funds 
should  be  used  for  planning,  construc¬ 
tion,  and  equipping  greenhouses  and 
special  laboratories  for  tobacco  research 
work  at  a  new  research  center  to  be  es¬ 
tablished  in  Kentucky  from  State  ap¬ 
propriations  of  $1  million. 

One  of  the  most  promising  solutions  to 
the  problem  of  spray  residues  may  come 
from  the  development  of  chemicals  and 
biological  control  measures  which  will 
not  leave  spray  residues  on  the  food  mar¬ 
keted.  In  view  of  the  need  to  develop 
better  and  safer  pesticides  and  sprays, 
the  committee  has  included  an  additional 
$250,000  in  the  bill  for  1961  which  should 
be  used  to  evaluate,  reorganize,  and 
strengthen  the  programs  of  the  De¬ 
partment  in  this  general  area.  Such 
work  should  be  done  jointly  with  the 
Department  of  Health,  Education,  and 
Welfare  and  the  various  private  chemi¬ 
cal  producers  throughout  the  country. 
Over  $6  million  is  now  being  spent  an¬ 
nually  by  the  Departemnt  for  research 
on  insects  and  chemicals  used  in  sprays 
and  pesticides.  Information  furnished 
to  the  committee  indicates  that  U.S. 
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chemical  companies  are  currently  spend¬ 
ing  another  $25  to  $30  million  annually 
for  similar  research. 

The  1961  budget  estimate  includes  an 
increase  of  $2,212,800  for  utilization  re¬ 
search,  $1,512,800  by  direct  appropria¬ 
tion  and  $700,000  by  curtailing  various 
existing  research  activities  so  as  to  re¬ 
direct  funds  from  farm  research  to  util¬ 
ization  research.  The  committee  recom¬ 
mends  the  sum  of  $900,000  for  this  pur¬ 
pose,  $700,000  to  come  from  increased 
appropriations  and  $200,000  to  be  ob¬ 
tained  by  redirection  from  farm  re¬ 
search.  The  committee  believes,  how¬ 
ever,  that  existing  stations  should  not 
be  closed  in  working  out  this  redirection 
of  funds,  also,  there  should  be  no  elimi¬ 
nation  of  small  projects  for  pecan  re¬ 
search  and  cotton  insect  research. 

The  amount  included  in  the  bill  for 
utilization  research  would  provide  ap¬ 
proximately  $200,000  for  research  on  cot¬ 
ton.  It  is  recommended  that,  from  this 
amount,  the  Department  should  make 
advance  preparations  for  the  operation 
of  the  Boll  Weevil  Laboratory  authorized 
last  year,  by  obtaining  personnel  to  be 
|  used  on  existing  research  projects  until 
such  laboratory  is  ready  for  occupancy 
early  in  fiscal  year  1962.  It  is  further 
recommended  that  the  balance  of  these 
funds  be  used  to  carry  out  essential  re¬ 
search  at  branch  laboratories  located  at 
Baton  Rouge,  La. ;  College  Station,  Tex., 
and  Florence,  S.C.,  and  to  strengthen 
mechanical  stripper  and  gin  stand  re¬ 
search. 

The  special  fund  of  $1  million  of  un¬ 
used  prior  year  funds  established  last 
year  to  provide  part  time  subprofes¬ 
sional  help  on  a  contract  basis  has  been 
continued  for  the  coming  fiscal  year. 

Mr.  POAGE.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Texas. 

Mr.  POAGE.  The  gentleman  has  just 
referred  to  utilization  research.  There 
is  a  good  deal  of  misunderstanding 
about  what  has  been  done  in  regard  to 
i  utilization  of  research. 

I  Do  I  understand  that  the  committee 
has  not  stopped  the  work  that  is  now 
being  carried  on  by  the  cotton  insect 
laboratories? 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  We  certainly  have 
no  intention,  and  our  action  does  not 
provide  for  that. 

Mr.  POAGE.  That  is  the  way  I  in¬ 
terpreted  it. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  In  fact,  we  want  it 
to  be  carried  on.  The  department  in  its 
submission  to  us  had  curtailed  the  pro¬ 
duction  research  program  some 
$700,000.  That  was  by  direction  of  the 
department.  The  committee  in  going 
over  the  matter  found  in  some  areas  it 
might  be  possible  to  consolidate  things 
of  that  sort,  so  we  went  along  with  a 
$200,000  cut,  but  we  had  no  intention  of 
cutting  out  the  work  the  gentleman  re¬ 
fers  to,  nor  did  we  have  any  intention 
of  cutting  out  the  two  items  involving 
pecan  research. 

Mr.  POAGE.  I  refer  to  the  ento¬ 
mology  laboratory  at  Waco,  Tex.  The 
work  of  the  committee  does  not  close 
that  laboratory? 


Mr.  WHITTEN.  No;  it  does  not. 

Mr.  BUDGE.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Idaho. 

Mr.  BUDGE.  In  connection  with  re¬ 
search,  as  the  gentleman  from  Missis¬ 
sippi  is  aware,  there  has  been  quite  a  con¬ 
siderable  interest  in  the  establishment 
of  soil  anc.  water  conservation  research 
laboratories  throughout  the  United 
States.  For  the  fiscal  year  1969,  the 
Appropriations  Committee  of  the  other 
body  asked  the  Department  of  Agricul¬ 
ture  to  set  up  a  working  force  to  ten¬ 
tatively  locate  those  research  facilities. 
Under  the  priority  list  which  was  sub¬ 
mitted  to  the  committee  and  in  its  re¬ 
quest  to  the  Department  there  was  an 
item  priority  numbered  13,  a  laboratory 
at  Twin  Falls,  Idaho,  which  is  in  the  B 
category  and  that  follows  a  laboratory 
of  that  category  having  a  priority  num¬ 
bered  10  at  Bushland,  Tex.  It  is  my  un¬ 
derstanding  that  the  Bushland  labora¬ 
tory  is  included  in  the  funds  in  this  bill. 
Now,  am  I  correct  in  assuming  the  com¬ 
mittee  will  give  careful  consideration  in 
following  the  priority  and  considering 
the  establishment  of  priority  13  item  at 
Twin  Falls,  Idaho,  in  its  next  consid¬ 
eration  of  this  bill  next  year? 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  May  I  say  to  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Idaho,  I  know  of  his  deep 
and  sincere  desire  to  get  a  laboratory 
in  his  area.  But  I  am  sure  the  gentle¬ 
man  appreciates  the  problem  of  the  sub¬ 
committee.  We  had  earlier  asked  that 
these  laboratories  be  set  up  on  a  re¬ 
gional  basis.  We  were  unable  to  get  the 
Department  to  say  what  regions  should 
be  included.  Later  in  the  other  body 
they  submitted  a  list  of  priorities,  and 
our  subcommittee  and  the  Congress  last 
year  went  along  with  trying  to  set  up 
these  priorities. 

We  are  spending  over  $600  million  a 
year  in  soil  conservation  work.  The 
American  farmers  and  others  are  put¬ 
ting  up  additional  amounts.  Our  com¬ 
mittee  has  tried  to  agree  on  a  regional 
basis  to  give  the  necessary  research  fa¬ 
cilities  to  back  up  and  implement  the 
problem.  We  have  approached  it  on  a 
regional  basis.  I  am  sorry  we  did  not 
reach  the  one  the  gentleman  is  inter¬ 
ested  in.  The  one  in  the  Northwest  has 
to  do  with  a  soil  erosion  program  in  an¬ 
other  area.  However,  the  Twin  Falls, 
Idaho,  facility  will  have  the  continuing 
interest  of  this  subcommittee  and  will 
have  our  consideration  in  the  coming 
year.  It  is  the  next  category  B  labo¬ 
ratory  in  order  of  priority. 

Mr.  BUDGE.  I  thank  the  gentleman. 

Mr.  AVERY.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Kansas. 

Mr.  AVERY.  I  had  not  planned  to 
interrupt  the  gentleman  until  he  had 
concluded  his  remarks,  but  since  some 
mention  has  been  made  of  research  fa¬ 
cilities  I  thought  this  might  be  the  ap¬ 
propriate  time  to  ask  a  question.  I  am 
concerned  particularly  about  an  item 
that  has  been  budgeted  for  research  in 
pesticides.  In  another  committee,  the 
Committee  on  Interstate  and  Foreign 


Commerce,  there  is  being  considered 
legislation  the  necessity  for  which  has 
been  brought  about  by  the  action  taken 
by  the  Department  of  Health,  Educa¬ 
tion,  and  Welfare. 

But  it  refers  directly  back  to  the  pesti¬ 
cide  problem.  In  view  of  the  cranberx-y 
incident  we  had  last  fall  and  several  re¬ 
lated  problems,  I  wonder  if  the  gentle¬ 
man  feels  that  now  is  the  time  to  termi¬ 
nate  the  research  that  is  intended  to  re¬ 
lieve  the  very  problem  in  the  first  place. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  May  I  say  to  the 
gentleman,  I  do  not  think  our  action  has 
terminated  research  at  all.  In  fact,  the 
records  show  that  some  $6  million  is  now 
being  spent  by  the  department  in  vari¬ 
ous  pesticide  investigations.  In  the  pres¬ 
ent  bill  we  have  increased  that  by  about 
$250,000  to  coordinate  their  work.  In 
the  cranberry  incident,  it  was  not  a  case 
of  the  insecticide  not  having  been  prop¬ 
erly  tested.  It  was  a  case  of  less  than 
1  percent  of  the  total  producers  using 
greater  quantities,  against  instructions, 
of  pesticides  that  were  properly  cleared. 

Now,  again,  I  want  to  say  that  this 
subcommittee  is  as  deeeply  concerned  as 
is  the  gentleman  and  that  the  cranberry 
incident  was  so  handled  as  to  practically 
ruin  the  market.  It  should  not  happen 
again.  But,  we  do  feel  that  merely  pro¬ 
viding  larger  sums  of  money  without  co¬ 
ordination  is  not  necessarily  the  way  to 
answer  the  problem.  In  fact,  the  chem¬ 
ical  companies  came  to  me  as  chairman 
of  the  subcommittee  and  pointed  Out 
that  they  are  spending  between  $25  mil¬ 
lion  and  $30  million  a  year  themselves 
in  this  area.  And  they  said  “if  the  Gov¬ 
ernment  is  going  to  take  it  over,  we  will 
quit.’’  Again  I  say,  there  is  $6  million  in 
here  to  carry  on  that  work  now.  We  give 
them  $250,000  more  and  ask  them  to  co¬ 
ordinate  their  efforts  with  the  Depai't- 
ment  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare 
as  well  as  private  enterprise,  in  an  effort 
to  handle  this  problem.  But,  it  is  not 
lack  of  money  that  creates  the  problem. 

Mr.  AVERY.  I  probably  should  not 
have  brought  up  this  cranberry  incident, 
because  it  brings  on  a  lot  of  related  mat¬ 
ters  that  are  not  really  in  question.  As 
I  recall  the  cranberry  incident,  it  is  not 
related  to  insecticides  in  the  first  place. 
It  was  a  chemical  used  for  a  different 
purpose.  But,  the  point  I  wanted  to 
make  in  the  area  we  are  moving,  there 
is  an  increasing  use  of  chemicals,  both  to 
stimulate  production  and  also  to  make 
for  better  preservation  and  to  improve 
attractiveness,  sales  promotion.  Since 
we  are  in  an  area  of  increasing  use  of 
chemicals,  the  question  comes  up  in  my 
mind  whether  this  is  the  right  time  to 
curtail  the  research  program  by  the  De¬ 
partment  of  Agriculture,  in  making  and 
developing  better  methods  to  use  these 
chemicals. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  We  have  not  cur¬ 
tailed  it.  We  have  increased  it. 

Mr.  AVERY.  But  you  do  not  go  along 
with  the  budgetary  recommendation  to 
further  extend. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  That  is  right.  And 
the  support  for  the  budgetary  item  failed 
to  take  into  consideration  the  money 
that  they  now  have  and  the  need  to 
coordinate  their  activities.  The  justifi- 
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cation  was  that  the  private  chemical 
companies  were  moving  out  and  there¬ 
fore  the  Government  had  to  move  in.  I 
took  it  up  with  the  chemical  companies 
and  they  said,  “No,  if  the  Government  is 
going  to  move  in,  we  are  going  to  move 
out.  We  cannot  afford  to  spend  $25  mil¬ 
lion  or  $30  million  a  year  and  then  when 
we  produce  something,  have  it  taken 
away  from  us.” 

So,  their  argument  would  not  hold 
water  when  we  took  it  up  with  the  folks 
that  said  it  was  necessary.  But, '  the 
problem  still  comes  in  the  cranberry  in¬ 
cident.  It  was  a  misuse  of  a  proven 
chemical,  and  that  is  what  we  find  in 
just  about  all  of  these  cases.  All  the  re¬ 
search  in  the  world  would  not  control  the 
fellow  that  takes  advantage  and  violates 
the  rule. 

Mr.  MARSHALL.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  WHITTE-N.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Minnesota. 

Mr.  MARSHALL.  I  just  merely 
wanted  to  say  that  we  had  testimony 
before  our  committee  that  showed  that 
the  commercial  manufacturers  of  these 
pesticides  and  insecticides  were  spending 
in  the  neighborhood  of  $25  million  of 
their  own  money.  So  that,  also,  is  an 
adjunct  to  the  work  that  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Agriculture  is  doing.  I  think 
that  it  is  very  well  that  industry  is 
spending  money  in  their  research  on 
items  of  this  kind. 

Mr.  HORAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  I  yield  to  my  col¬ 
league  on  the  committee. 

Mr.  HORAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
wanted  to  point  out  that  any  number 
of  witnesses  before  our  committee  in 
seeking  funds  used  the  need  for  research 
in  pesticides  as  an  excuse  for  their  ap¬ 
propriation  request.  We  felt  that  there 
was  not  a  proper  amount  of  coordination 
between  ARS,  the  land-grant  colleges, 
and  HEW  and  other  places  where  this 
sort  of  research  is  being  carried  on.  If 
our  action  does  no  more  than  get  a 
proper  amount  of  coordination  between 
the  requests  for  funds  and  the  work  that 
is  to  be  done — and  this  is  very  important 
work — I  think  we  will  have  served  a  very 
useful  purpose. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  I  thank  the  gentle¬ 
man. 

Mr.  BROOKS  of  Louisiana.  Mr. 
Chairman,  will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man. 

Mr.  BROOKS  of  Louisiana.  I  have 
received  some  protests  about  the  closing 
of  some  pecan  experimental  stations, 
one  down  in  Louisiana,  and  especially 
about  the  insecticide  work  that  is  being 
done  at  those  stations.  Will  the  gentle¬ 
man  enlighten  us  on  that? 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  I  stated  earlier  that 
the  committee  did  not  intend  that  that 
work  should  be  eliminated  or  curtailed. 
It  is  a  small  item,  but  very  important 
to  a  small  industry  in  certain  areas. 
May  I  say  that  the  research  people  were 
under  instructions  from  officials  at  the 
departmental  level  to  cut  down  and  they 
applied  cuts  in  these  places.  But  the 
committee  differed  with  them.  We  do 
not  intend  for  that  work  to  be  eliminated. 


Mr.  BROOKS  of  Louisiana.  In  other 
words,  the  money  is  in  the  bill  for  that 
purpose? 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  That  is  right. 

Mr.  BROOKS  of  Louisiana.  I  thank 
the  gentleman. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  may 
I  briefly  run  over  some  of  these  items? 

For  plant  and  animal  disease  and  pest 
control,  the  sum  of  $52,011,000  is  recom¬ 
mended  for  the  coming  fiscal  year,  an 
increase  of  $2,210,400  over  fiscal  year 
1959  and  an  increase  of  $3,235,400  over 
the  budget  estimate,  largely  for  the  bru¬ 
cellosis  eradication  program.  The 
amount  proposed  includes  increases  of 
$75,000  to  put  on  a  full  year’s  basis  the 
regulatory  activities  under  the  Federal 
Insecticide,  Fungicide  and  Rodenticide 
Act:  $400,000  to  expand  the  plant  quar¬ 
antine  inspection  staff  at  ports  of  entry, 
particularly  those  of  the  St.  Lawrence 
Seaway;  $150,000  for  staffing  the  New 
Ames  Laboratory  to  be  opened  in  1961; 
$2,167,700  for  the  brucellosis  eradication 
program;  and  $306,000  for  employee 
health  benefit  costs.  These  increases  are 
offset  by  decreases  of  $888,300  for  non¬ 
recurring  costs  of  screw-worm  eradica¬ 
tion  and  transfer  of  leasing  costs  to  the 
General  Services  Administration. 

During  the  hearings  this  year,  de¬ 
partmental  and  other  witnesses  testified 
to  the  need  for  increased  quarantine  pro¬ 
tection  to  prevent  the  introduction  into 
this  country  of  plant  and  animal  pests 
and  diseases.  The  committee  recognizes 
that  continually  increasing  travel  and 
foreign  commerce,  a  part  of  which  is  now 
coming  directly  into  the  Great  Lakes 
area,  have  added  to  the  danger  of  such 
introductions.  It  is  expected  that  these 
trends  will  continue. 

While  the  committee  realizes  the  ne¬ 
cessity  of  preventing  agricultural  pests 
from  gaining  entry  into  this  country,  it 
also  believes  that  the  problem  can  be 
met  without  steadily  rising  Federal  costs 
for  handling  this  problem.  The  Depart¬ 
ment  is  directed  to  work  out  with  the 
carriers,  representatives  of  industry,  and 
other  agencies  and  organizations  a  pro¬ 
gram,  first,  to  place  additional  respon¬ 
sibility  on  the  carriers  to  provide  ab¬ 
solute  notice  to  all  travelers,  to  the  end 
that  any  person  who  may  bring  prohibit¬ 
ed  articles  into  this  country  will  have 
willfully  violated  such  restrictions;  and 
second,  to  provide  a  system  of  fines  which 
will  offset  this  increasing  cost  as  well  as 
reduce  the  danger. 

In  view  of  the  fine  relationshin  be¬ 
tween  this  country  and  Canada,  and  the 
joint  interest  in  this  problem,  the  com¬ 
mittee  also  believes  that  it  would  be  far 
better  if  arrangements  were  worked  out 
to  check  all  incoming  ships  at  the  original 
port  of  entry  of  the  St.  Lawrence  Seaway. 
This  should  prove  more  effective  and 
more  economical  than  the  procedures 
presently  contemplated. 

The  1961  budget  included  $15,582,300 
for  brucellosis  eradication,  a  reduction  of 
$1,250,000  below  the  1960  appropriation. 

A  great  deal  of  testimony  was  received 
from  Members  of  Congress  and  others  as 
to  the  urgent  need  for  further  expansion, 
rather  than  reduction,  of  efforts  by  the 
Federal  Government  in  this  area.  In  ad¬ 
dition,  information  was  presented  to 
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show  that  the  reduced  level  of  expendi¬ 
ture  proposed  for  1961  would  not  only 
postpone  eventual  eradication  by  many 
years,  but  would  double  or  triple  the  cost 
of  eventual  eradication.  In  view  of  this 
very  convincing  evidence  and  strong  sup¬ 
port  for  the  expansion  of  this  work,  the 
committee  has  included  a  total  of  $19 
million  in  the  bill  for  1961. 

The  bill  includes  $21,562,000  for  meat 
inspection  for  1961.  This  amount  pro¬ 
vides  an  increase  of  $237,100  for  em¬ 
ployee  health  benefit  costs.  It  permits 
the  continuation  of  meat  inspection  ac¬ 
tivities  of  the  Department  at  the  1960 
level  of  operation. 

The  1961  Budget  for  the  first  time  pro¬ 
poses  appropriations  for  the  use  of  for¬ 
eign  currencies  generated  from  sales 
under  title  I  of  Public  Law  480.  Previ¬ 
ously  these  funds  have  been  spent  with¬ 
out  the  usual  appropriation  controls. 
The  estimates  under  this  head  include 
funds  for  market  development  research 
under  section  104(a)  and  agricultural 
and  forestry  research  under  section 
104 (k).  \ 

The  committee  recommends  $15,131,- 
000  for  1961,  an  increase  of  $3,074,500 
over  funds  expected  to  be  used  for  these 
purposes  in  fiscal  year  1960.  Since  Pub¬ 
lic  Law  480  was  created  originally  to  de¬ 
velop  and  expand  foreign  markets  for 
U.S.  agricultural  products,  the  commit¬ 
tee  feels  that  the  full  amount  is  justified. 
Further,  it  feels  that  the  use  of  foreign 
currencies  for  market  development  and 
related  research  should  have  priority 
over  other  purposes  for  which  such  cur¬ 
rencies  may  be  used  under  the  law. 

Language  was  included  in  the  appro¬ 
priation  act  last  year  authorizing  the 
transfer  of  the  land  used  by  the  Ento¬ 
mology  Research  Laboratory  at  Orlando, 
Fla.,  from  the  Defense  Department  to  the 
Department  of  Agriculture.  In  the  re¬ 
port,  the  committee  called  on  the  De¬ 
partment  to  select  possible  alternative 
sites  so  as  to  eventually  sell  this  valu¬ 
able  land  for  commercial  use.  The  1961 
budget  proposes  an  appropriation  of 
$900,000  to  provide  new  facilities  to  re¬ 
place  those  located  on  the  property  at 
Orlando  proposed  for  sale. 

The  committee  has  disallowed  the  pro¬ 
posed  appropriation  and  has  included  in 
lieu  thereof  language  which  will  permit 
the  sale  of  these  facilities  and  the  use  of 
the  proceeds  for  the  establishment  of  a 
new  laboratory  at  whatever  site  the 
Secretary  of  Agriculture  may  determine. 

An  appropriation  of  $31,803,000  is  pro¬ 
posed  for  grants  to  State  experiment  sta¬ 
tions  for  the  coming  fiscal  year.  This 
amount  includes  $31,553,000  for  pay¬ 
ments  to  States  and  $250,000  for  the 
penalty  mail  costs  of  the  program. 

The  appropriation  recommended  con¬ 
tinues  available  in  1961  the  program  pro¬ 
vided  for  1960,  the  appropriations  for 
which  represent  an  increase  of  150  per¬ 
cent  over  funds  provided  for  this  pur¬ 
pose  in  1952. 

EXTENSION  SERVICE 

The  sum  of  $55,715,000  has  been  in¬ 
cluded  in  the  bill  for  1961  for  payments 
to  States  and  Puerto  Rico,  an  increase  of 
$2  million  over  funds  provided  for  fiscal 
year  1960. 
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The  budget  request  proposed  an  in¬ 
crease  of  $2,865,000  for  additional  per¬ 
sonnel  to  strengthen  and  expand  the 
rural  development  program.  The  in¬ 
crease  was  requested  for  additional  per¬ 
sonnel,  to  provide  rural  development 
help  in  new  areas  similar  to  the  work 
now  being  carried  on  in  about  200  coun¬ 
ties.  The  committee  agrees  that  some 
attention  should  be  given  to  this  need 
in  the  other  counties  of  the  Nation  not 
now  covered.  It  feels,  however,  that  the 
work  should  be  performed  by  the  regular 
extension  agents  and  work  force  in  such 
counties.  It  does  not  feel  that  the 
building  up  of  a  separate  organization 
or  additional  staff  to  carry  on  this  ac¬ 
tivity  is  advisable.  The  committee  has 
therefore  provided  $2  million  for  such 
regular  extension  workers  as  may  be 
needed  in  counties  which  desire  to  set 
up  this  program. 

A  number  of  States  have  used  the  sub¬ 
stantial  increases  made  in  this  item  in 
recent  years  for  additional  personnel  at 
the  State  and  county  levels.  Many  of 
these  States  have  failed  to  maintain  the 
salaries  of  county  agents  at  a  level  com¬ 
parable  with  agents  in  qjther  States.  In 
such  States,  the  funds  in  this  bill  should 
be  used  for  the  present  number  of  em¬ 
ployees  at  the  county  level  to  place  sal¬ 
aries  at  a  level  comparable  with  other 
States.  Testimony  before  the  committee 
indicates  that  salary  increases  are 
needed  in  22  States  to  maintain  com¬ 
parable  levels.  Further,  the  dispropor¬ 
tionately  large  amount  which  has  been 
used  for  specialists  at  the  State  level  in 
recent  years  would  indicate  that  further 
increases  for  that  purpose  are  not  war¬ 
ranted  at  this  time. 

In  discussing  economic  conditions  in 
agriculture  with  the  Director  of  the  Ex¬ 
tension  Service  during  the  hearings  this 
year,  the  lack  of  interest  by  young  peo¬ 
ple  in  farming  as  a  means  of  livelihood 
was  considered.  It  is  significant  to  note 
the  gradual  decline  in  agricultural  stu¬ 
dents.  Department  figures  found  on 
page  527,  part  1,  1961  hearings,  show 
that  only  31,722  out  of  411,437  under¬ 
graduate  students  in  the  Nation  were 
enrolled  in  agricultural  courses  in  1959. 

For  retirement  costs  for  extension 
agents,  the  bill  includes  $5,875,000  for 
fiscal  year  1961,  an  increase  of  $200,625 
over  1960  funds  and  a  decrease  of  $86,000 
in  the  budget  estimate.  The  additional 
funds  allowed  will  be  required  to  cover 
the  Federal  share  of  retirement  costs  for 
the  increased  funds  allowed  for  county 
extension  workers. 

The  committee  recommends  $2,490,- 
000  for  penalty  mail  costs  of  State  ex¬ 
tension  directors  and  county  extension 
agents  during  1961,  as  authorized  by  law. 
This  is  approximately  the  same  amount 
as  was  provided  for  fiscal  year  1960. 

The  Federal  Extension  Service  pro¬ 
vides  for  leadership,  counsel  and  assis¬ 
tance  to  the  50  States  and  Puerto  Rico. 
As  of  November  30,  1959,  there  were  238 
employees  in  this  organization,  231  of 
whom  were  stationed  in  Washington. 

An  appropriation  of  $2,255,000  is  pro¬ 
posed  for  fiscal  year  1961.  This  amount 
provides  an  increase  of  $12,460  over  1960 
for  employee  health  benefit  costs.  It  is 
a  reduction  of  $137,660  in  the  budget 
estimates. 


FARMER  COOPERATIVE  SERVICE 

The  Service  carries  on  its  work  through 
three  program  divisions — Marketing, 
Purchasing,  and  Management  Services. 
On  November  30,  1959,  the  Service  had 
110  employees,  all  stationed  in  Washing¬ 
ton. 

The  sum  of  $620,000  is  recommended 
for  the  coming  fiscal  year.  This  includes 
an  increase  of  $4,200  for  employee  health 
benefit  costs.  It  is  a  reduction  of  $24,650 
in  the  budget  estimate. 

SOIL  CONSERVATION  SERVICE 

During  the  current  fiscal  year,  soil 
conservation  assistance  has  been  pro¬ 
vided  for  30  new  districts  which  have 
come  into  existence.  It  is  expected  that 
an  additional  20  districts  will  be  organ¬ 
ized  in  1961,  which  will  bring  the  total 
to  2,911  districts  by  June  30,  1961. 

The  committee  recommends  an  ap¬ 
propriation  of  $83,132,000  for  the  coming 
year,  an  increase  of  $810,000  over  the 
1960  appropriation  and  an  increase  of 
$250,000  over  the  budget  estimate.  Of 
the  increase  over  1960,  $600,000  is  re¬ 
quired  to  cover  employee  health  benefit 
costs.  This  is  offset  by  a  transfer  of 
leasing  costs  of  $40,000  to  the  General 
Services  Administration.  The  balance 
of  the  increase,  $250,000,  is  provided  to 
meet  the  increasing  needs  for  technical 
assistance,  particularly  for  the  20  new 
districts  expected  to  be  organized  next 
year. 

For  watershed  protection,  the  bill 
carries  an  appropriation  for  1961  of 
$32  million.  During  the  1960  fiscal  year, 
a  total  of  $32,276,964  is  available  for  this 
program,  including  an  appropriation  of 
$22,750,000  and  a  caiTyover  of  unused 
funds  from  fiscal  year  1959  of  $9,526,964. 
The  amount  of  $32  million  included  in 
this  bill,  therefore,  will  make  available 
approximately  the  same  amount  for 
fiscal  year  1961.  The  amount  is  sufficient 
to  restore  the  planning  funds  available 
in  1960  and  to  finance  a  total  of  42 
planning  parties  during  the  next  year. 

Testimony  before  the  committee  in¬ 
dicates  that  more  than  1,200  communi¬ 
ties  throughout  the  Nation  have  re¬ 
quested  help  in  developing  watershed 
plans.  It  further  shows  that  assistance 
has  been  authorized  for  about  500  of 
these,  that  some  200  plans  have  been  ap¬ 
proved,  and  that  construction  has 
started  on  about  half  of  these.  In  view 
of  the  large  number  of  applications  still 
awaiting  plans,  and  in  view  of  the  large 
number  of  approved  projects  awaiting 
construction  funds,  the  committee  has 
increased  the  watershed  protection  funds 
above  the  amounts  requested.  In  the 
opinion  of  the  members  of  the  commit¬ 
tee,  the  amount  of  interest  in  this  pro¬ 
gram  in  all  areas  of  the  country,  and 
the  urgent  need  for  increased  attention 
to  the  conservation  of  the  soil  and  water 
resources  of  this  country,  warrant  even 
larger  amounts  than  those  recommended 
in  the  bill. 

For  the  flood  prevention  work  in  the 
11  major  watersheds  authorized  by  the 
Flood  Control  Act  of  1944,  the  committee 
has  included  an  appropriation  of  $18 
million,  the  same  as  provided  for  fiscal 
year  1960. 

Legislation  just  enacted  authorizes 
additional  works  of  improvement  in 


accordance  with  the  provisions  of  sec¬ 
tion  4  of  the  Watershed  Protection  and 
Flood  Prevention  Act  in  connection  with 
the  11  watershed  improvement  programs 
provided  for  by  the  Flood  Control  Act 
of  1944.  It  also  authorizes  the  making 
of  loans  to  cover  the  local  share  of  both 
the  flood  prevention  and  non-flood  pre¬ 
vention  features  of  these  11  watersheds. 
Therefore,  language  has  been  included 
to  make  the  flood  prevention  appropri¬ 
ation  available  for  these  purposes. 

As  pointed  out  in  last  year’s  report, 
the  work  under  this  program  has  lagged 
far  behind  that  envisioned  when  the 
program  was  initiated  in  1944.  It  now 
appears  that  this  flood  prevention  work, 
which  was  originally  estimated  to  take 
15  years  to  complete,  will  take  40  years 
or  more  to  complete  at  the  present  rate 
of  progress.  If  slowed  down  even  more, 
as  proposed  in  the  1961  budget,  this  time 
could  be  extended  another  10  years. 

Floods  in  the  United  States  cause 
damages  of  more  than  $1  billion  per 
year.  The  Department  of  Agriculture 
estimates  that  about  56  percent  of  all 
these  damages  occur  in  upstream  water¬ 
sheds,  primarily  to  agricultural  inter¬ 
ests.  It  is  estimated  that  the  212  ap¬ 
proved  Public  Law  566  projects  covering 
12.5  million  acres  will  reduce  average 
annual  flood  damages  of  $16  million  by 
78  percent.  In  the  11  authorized  flood 
prevention  watersheds  covering  30  mil¬ 
lion  acres,  the  programs,  now  30  percent 
installed,  will  reduce  the  $40  million  an¬ 
nual  flood  bill  by  more  than  three- 
fourths  when  completed. 

The  severe  April -June  1957  floods  in 
Texas,  Oklahoma,  and  Arkansas  caused 
$159  million  damages  in  upstream  water¬ 
sheds  alone.  Small  watershed  programs 
completed  on  less  than  2  percent  of  the 
area  prevented  losses  of  more  than  $2 
million.  If  all  upstream  watersheds  had 
been  treated,  70  percent  of  the  losses 
equal  to  $109  million  could  have  been 
prevented.  Even  though  56  percent  of 
total  flood  losses  occur  in  upstream 
watersheds,  Federal  appropriations  have 
provided  about  $63  for  flood  control  on 
main  streams  to  every  $1  for  upstream 
watershed  flood  prevention. 

For  the  great  plains  conservation 
program,  the  bill  includes  the  full  budget 
estimate  of  $10  million  for  fiscal  year 
1961.  This  will  permit  the  continuation 
of  the  program  at  the  1960  level  of 
operation. 

Mr.  BASS  of  Tennessee.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  will  the  gentleman  yield  on  that 
point? 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Tennessee. 

Mr.  BASS  of  Tennessee.  In  regard  to 
the  money  for  watershed  protection 
projects,  does  the  gentleman  from  Mis¬ 
sissippi  now  feel  that  the  amount  ap¬ 
propriated  in  this  bill  is  adequate  to 
carry  on  the  program  for  the  projects 
that  have  been  approved  already  or  are 
in  the  final  planning  stages? 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  I  think  so;  all  things 
considered.  In  this  area,  frankly,  we 
could  probably  use,  if  we  had  the  per¬ 
sonnel,  several  times  the  amount  of 
money  in  this  bill.  But  we  have  tried 
to  be  practical.  We  restored  $7,250,000 
to  bring  the  amount  of  money  up  to  this 
year’s  level.  We  restored  the  money  that 
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we  felt  was  necessary  to  carry  on  these 
projects,  those  that  are  completed  and 
ready  to  go.  We  restored  money  for  the 
planning  parties  so  that  they  could  pro¬ 
ceed  with  planning.  Within  limitations 
that  we  thought  were  sound  and  sensible 
we  restored  as  fully  as  we  could  the 
moneys  we  thought  were  necessary.  And 
it  took  a  good  deal  of  money  to  bring 
them  up,  because  they  had  been  cut. 

AGRICULTURAL  CONSERVATION  PROGRAM 

An  appropriation  of  $242  million  is  in¬ 
cluded  in  the  1961  bill  for  payments 
earned  under  the  program  authorized  in 
the  1960  Appropriation  Act.  This 
amount,  which  is  a  reduction  of  $600,- 
000  below  the  budget  estimates,  is  be¬ 
lieved  to  be  adequate  to  meet  all  com¬ 
mitments  under  the  1960  program.  The 
amount  recommended  is  the  minimum 
which  must  be  provided,  however,  since 
commitments  under  the  1960  program 
authorization  are  binding  upon  the  Gov¬ 
ernment  and  the  Congress. 

The  committee  also  has  restored  the 
authorization  for  the  1961  program  to 
the  $250  million  level.  This  is  the  fifth 
time  since  1952  that  the  budget  has  pro¬ 
posed  to  reduce  the  size  of  this  program. 
In  every  year  but  one,  Congress  has  re¬ 
stored  the  full  $250  million  level  of  oper¬ 
ations.  Declining  farm  income  makes  it 
imperative  that  the  Nation  continue  this 
program  to  prevent  further  depletion  of 
the  Nation’s  soil. 

As  has  been  pointed  out  in  prior  years, 
this  program  provides  the  primary  finan¬ 
cial  support  for  the  entire  conservation 
effort  of  the  Department.  The  program 
has  about  iy4  million  participants  each 
year,  which  represents  25  percent  of  all 
farming  units  in  the  United  States. 
Further,  it  gets  conservation  work  done 
at  much  less  cost  to  the  Government 
than  other  programs  such  as  the  Con¬ 
servation  Reserve  and  the  Great  Plains 
program.  The  average  ACP  payment 
per  participant  is  less  than  $250  and  the 
cost  per  acre  averages  about  60  cents, 
as  compared  with  payments  under  the 
Great  Plains  program  of  $4,000  per 
farmer  and  $2  per  acre. 

The  budget  proposes  the  elimination  of 
the  proviso  inserted  last  year  placing  re¬ 
strictions  on  the  distribution  of  ACP 
funds  among  counties.  It  will  be  re¬ 
called  that  this  language  is  designed  to 
prevent  changes  in  fund  allocations  as  a 
means  of  forcing  the  elimination  of  prac¬ 
tices  which  might  otherwise  be  included 
by  a  county  in  its  list  of  approved  prac¬ 
tices.  The  committee  has  retained  the 
language  for  1961.  It  is  of  the  opinion 
that  State  committees  can  make  changes 
from  1958  allocations  on  a  reasonable 
basis  by  exercising  their  authority  to 
reallocate  funds  among  counties  as  fund 
requirements  change. 

AGRICULTURAL  MARKETING  SERVICE 

An  appropriation  of  $43,153,000  is  rec¬ 
ommended  for  1961,  including  $16,315,000 
for  marketing  research  and  agricultural 
estimates  and  $26,838,000  for  marketing 
services.  The  amounts  proposed  are 
$11,100  over  the  budget  estimate  and 
$1,685,900  over  the  1960  appropriation. 

The  increase  provided  for  the  market¬ 
ing  research  and  agricultural  estimates 
appropriation  includes  $750,000  to  initi¬ 


ate  a  long-range  program  to  improve 
crop  and  livestock  estimating  services; 
$50,000  to  provide  for  agricultural  esti¬ 
mating  services  in  Hawaii  and  Alaska; 
and  $102,500  for  employee  health  benefit 
costs. 

The  increase  for  marketing  services 
provides  $50,000  for  more  effective  super¬ 
vision  of  grain  inspection;  $40,000  to 
strengthen  enforcement  of  the  Federal 
Seed  Act;  $31,000  for  initiation  of  market 
news  services  in  California  and  Louisi¬ 
ana;  $500,000  for  additional  poultry  in¬ 
spection;  and  $207,600  for  employee 
health  benefits.  These  are  offset  by  a 
reduction  of  $45,200  due  to  transfer  of 
leasing  costs  to  the  General  Services 
Administration. 

A  total  of  $10,796,000  has  been  in¬ 
cluded  for  poultry  inspection  during  the 
coming  fiscal  year.  This  is  an  increase 
of  $500,000  over  funds  provided  for  1960 
to  be  used  to  provide  inspection  at  poul¬ 
try  products  processing  plants  as  deemed 
by  the  Department  to  be  necessary  to  the 
protection  of  public  health.  This  action 
has  been  taken  by  the  committee  in  order 
to  provide  additional  protection  to  the 
consumers  of  the  Nation. 

Considerable  testimony  has  been  re¬ 
ceived  by  the  committee  indicating  the 
need  for  additional  research  funds  for 
this  agency  to  expand  cotton  quality 
evaluation  research  at  Clemson,  S.C.,  and 
Lubbock,  Tex.,  and  to  undertake  addi¬ 
tional  types  of  research  to  improve  cot¬ 
ton  fiber,  to  develop  improved  instru¬ 
ments  for  measuring  cotton  quality,  and 
to  learn  more  about  how  cotton  fiber 
performs  during  the  weaving  and  finish¬ 
ing  processes. 

The  committee  is  unable  to  provide 
additional  funds  at  this  time  for  this 
purpose.  It  recognizes  the  importance 
of  this  problem,  however,  and  feels  that 
work  along  these  lines  should  be  under¬ 
taken  during  the  next  year.  It  recom¬ 
mends,  therefore,  that  the  additional 
work  proposed  at  Clemson  and  Lubbock 
be  undertaken  by  the  redirection  of  funds 
from  present  research  on  costs  and  mar¬ 
gins  of  marketing  cotton,  and  cottonseed 
economic  studies  and  evaluations.  It 
further  recommends  later  in  this  report 
that  basic  fiber  research,  instrument  de¬ 
velopment,  and  studies  of  weaving  and 
finishing  facilities  be  undertaken  on  a 
contract  basis  through  the  use  of  Com¬ 
modity  Credit  Corporation  funds  avail¬ 
able  for  research  purposes. 

For  payments  to  States  and  posses¬ 
sions,  the  full  budget  estimate  of  $1,195,- 
000  is  recommended  for  the  coming  fis¬ 
cal  year.  This  is  the  same  amount  as 
appropriated  for  fiscal  year  1960.  Pay¬ 
ments  under  this  appropriation  are 
made  on  a  matched  fund  basis  to  State 
and  territorial  marketing  agencies  for 
programs  designed  to  get  into  practical 
use  improved  methods  and  practices  in 
the  marketing  of  farm  products. 

For  the  school  lunch  program,  the 
committee  recommends  an  appropria¬ 
tion  of  $110  million  for  fiscal  year  1961. 
This  is  the  full  budget  estimate  and  is 
the  same  amount  as  appropriated  for 
1960.  In  Addition,  the  committee 
recommends  the  transfer  of  $45  million 
from  section  32  funds  to  be  used  to  pur¬ 
chase  meats  and  other  foods  needed 


to  provide  balanced  school  lunches.  This 
will  provide  a  minimum  of  $155  million 
for  this  program  for  1961,  which  should 
also  be  supplemented  by  other  transfers 
of  surplus  foods  from  sections  32  and 
416. 

This  program  provided  noonday  meals 
to  over  30  percent  of  the  Nation’s  39,- 
480,000  school  children  in  1959.  The 
program  served  an  average  of  over  10.7 
million  children  during  the  1959  school 
year,  with  a  peak  participation  of  over 
12  million  in  1  month. 

Total  funds  spent  for  school  lunches 
and  the  special  milk  program  during  the 
current  fiscal  year,  including  Federal, 
State,  and  local  contributions,  and  com¬ 
modities  furnished  from  Federal  sources, 
are  estimated  at  $1,077  billion.  This 
represents  a  sizable  market  for  agri¬ 
cultural  products  and  is  an  important 
contribution  to  the  health  and  welfare 
of  the  Nation’s  school  children. 

FOREIGN  AGRICULTURAL  SERVICE 

The  budget  estimate  provides  a  total 
of  $7,176,300  for  this  activity  during  the 
coming  fiscal  year.  Of  this  amount, 
$4,637,300  is  requested  as  a  direct  appro¬ 
priation  and  $2,539,000  is  requested  as 
a  transfer  from  section  32  funds. 

The  committee  recommends  funds  for 
fiscal  year  1961  of  $6,940,000,  an  increase 
of  $928,700  over  1960  funds  and  a  de¬ 
crease  of  $190,300  in  the  budget  esti¬ 
mate.  Of  this  amount,  $4,447,000  is  pro¬ 
vided  by  direct  appropriation  and 
$2,493,000  is  provided  by  transfer  from 
section  32.  The  increase  includes  an 
additional  $800,000  to  cover  by  direct 
appropriation  for  the  first  time  certain 
'attache  expenses  paid  in  prior  years 
from  foreign  currency  allocations; 
$110,000  for  new  attache  posts  in  several 
Eastern  European  and  north  African 
countries;  and  $18,700  for  employee 
health  benefits. 

The  foreign  currency  appropriation, 
which  appears  in  the  1961  bill  for  the 
first  time,  provides  funds  for  the  pur¬ 
chase  of  foreign  currencies  for  purposes 
for  market  development  under  section 
104(a)  of  Public  Law  480  and  participa¬ 
tion  in  agricultural  and  horticultural 
exhibitions  under  section  104  (m)  of  that 
act.  Heretofore  funds  have  been  used 
for  these  purposes  from  Budget  Bureau 
allocations  rather  than  annual  congres¬ 
sional  appropriations. 

An  appropriation  of  $14,621,000  is  rec¬ 
ommended  for  fiscal  year  1961,  an  in¬ 
crease  of  $8,777,622  over  funds  avail¬ 
able  for  1960.  As  explained  in  connec¬ 
tion  with  a  similar  item  under  the  Agri¬ 
cultural  Research  Service,  the  commit¬ 
tee  feels  that  the  use  of  these  foreign 
currencies  for  the  expansion  of  foreign 
markets  for  U.S.  agricultural  commodi¬ 
ties,  as  intended  by  Congress  when  Pub¬ 
lic  Law  480  was  adopted,  is  of  primary 
importance. 

These  appropriations  are  intended  to 
give  effect  to  the  legislative  policy  estab¬ 
lished  by  the  Congress  in  section  104(a) 
of  the  Agricultural  Trade  Development 
and  Assistance  Act,  which  directs  (1) 
that  there  be  set  aside  for  market  devel¬ 
opment  purposes  from  sales  proceeds 
and  loan  repayments  an  amount  not  less 
than  the  equivalent  of  5  percent  of  the 
total  sales  made  under  title  I  after  Sep- 
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tember  29,  1959;  and  (2)  that  special 
effort  be  made  in  entering  into  sale  and 
loan  agreements  to  provide  for  sufficient 
convertibility  to  obtain  the  currencies 
needed  for  use  in  countries  which  offer 
a  reasonable  potential  of  becoming  dol¬ 
lar  markets  for  U.S.  agricultural  com¬ 
modities. 

The  countries  which  offer  the  best 
market  possibilities  are  frequently  those 
where  sales  are  made  for  dollars  rather 
'  than  for  foreign  currencies  under  Public 
Law  480.  Therefore,  foreign  currencies 
are  not  always  available  in  those  coun¬ 
tries  where  most  needed.  The  funds  ap¬ 
propriated  by  this  paragraph  are  not 
restricted  to  the  purchase  of  currencies 
in  those  countries  which  have  excess 
currencies  or  which  may  be  classified  by 
the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  as  excess  to 
other  uses.  Such  funds  may  be  used  to 
purchase  the  currencies  of  the  countries 
where  market  potentials  exist  or  to  pur¬ 
chase  currencies  which  are  convertible 
into  the  currencies  of  such  countries. 

In  order  to  make  certain  that  foreign 
currencies  are  available  in  those  coun¬ 
tries  which  market  potentials  and  where 
market  development  work  is  most  likely 
to  be  effective,  the  committee  has  in¬ 
cluded  language  in  the  bill  to  set  aside 
currencies  for  this  purpose  as  provided 
.  by  the  amendment  to  section  104(a)  of 
Public  Law  480  adopted  last  year. 

COMMODITY  EXCHANGE  AUTHORITY 

The  bill  carries  an  appropriation  of 
$930,000  for  fiscal  year  1961.  This  is  a 
reduction  of  $11,325  in  the  budget  esti¬ 
mate.  The  increase  of  $20,500  includes 
$14,000  to  expand  investigations  of 
abuses  and  unlawful  market  practices, 
and  $6,500  for  employee  health  benefit 
costs. 

Recent  investigations  of  trading  on 
three  different  commodity  exchanges 
have  revealed  rather  widespread  trade 
practice  violations  on  each  of  them. 
The  increase  proposed  will  permit  more 
frequent  investigations  of  these  markets 
and  more  effective  enforcement  of  the 
Commodity  Exchange  Act. 

COMMODITY  STABILIZATION  SERVICE 

For  acreage  allotments  and  marketing 
quotas,  the  full  budget  estimate  of 
$40,135,000  is  provided  for  1961.  This 
is  a  decrease  of  $400,000  below  funds 
provided  for  fiscal  year  1960,  including 
$1,400,000  appropriated  in  the  Second 
Supplemental  Appropriation  Act,  1960. 

In  addition  to  other  activities  of  this 
program,  the  funds  allowed  will  enable 
the  Department  to  check  up  to  75  per¬ 
cent  of  the  upland  cotton  crop  during 
fiscal  year  1961  as  a  basis  for  issuance  of 
marketing  certificates,  as  required  by 
law. 

For  the  sugar  act  program,  the  com¬ 
mittee  recommends  the  full  budget  esti¬ 
mates  of  $74,500,000  for  1961,  an  in¬ 
crease  of  $3  million  over  the  1960  appro¬ 
priation.  This  increase  for  mandatory 
payments  to  sugar  producers  is  based 
on  a  projected  increase  of  287,500  tons 
of  sugar  in  1960  over  1959  production. 

An  appropriation  of  $310  million  is 
provided  to  pay  off  obligations  incurred 
under  1960  and  prior  year  conservation 
reserve  programs.  This  is  a  reduction 
of  $51,783,000  below  the  budget  estimate 


and  is  $25  million  below  funds  provided 
for  fiscal  year  1960. 

Justifications  presented  to  the  com¬ 
mittee  indicate  that  a  balance  of  $30 
million  of  prior  year  appropriations  will 
be  available  in  1961  for  payments  to 
producers.  The  1961  appropriation  has, 
therefore,  been  reduced  by  this  amount. 
Further,  funds  included  for  Commodity 
Stabilization  Service  operating  expenses 
at  the  national.  State,  and  county  levels 
appear  to  be  overstated  in  the  budget 
and  have  been  reduced  accordingly. 

In  a  report  released  last  December, 
the  Comptroller  General  of  the’  United 
States  stated  that  5.4  million  acres,,  or 
23  percent  of  the  land  retired  under  the 
conservation  reserve  had  no  history  of 
crop  production  in  prior  years.  He 
further  stated  that,  based  on  a  national 
average  rental  rate  of  $10  per  acre,  the 
payments  on  such  land  have  amounted 
to  $54  million  annually,  or  about  $270 
million  over  thp  5 -year  average  life  of 
the  contracts.  The  committee  is  grati¬ 
fied  to  learn  that,  beginning  with  the 
1960  contracts,  greater  restrictions  have 
been  placed  on  eligibility  requirements 
for  land  placed  in  the  conservation  re¬ 
serve.  It  is  disappointed  and  shocked 
by  the  fact,  however,  that  such  large 
sums  of  money  have  been  expended 
without  real  reduction  in  production. 

In  view  of  the  findings  of  the  Comp¬ 
troller  General,  the  committee  contem¬ 
plates  that  the  Department  will  review 
all  contracts  now  in  force  and  will  use 
every  means  available  to  recover  in  such 
cases.  Where  there  have  been  misrep¬ 
resentations  as  to  prior  production  rec¬ 
ords,  or  other  substantial  misrepresenta¬ 
tions,  contracts  should  be  canceled  and 
money  erroneously  paid  should  be  re¬ 
covered.  Where  contracts  represent  a 
bad  financial  arrangement  for  the  Gov¬ 
ernment,  even  though  valid,  efforts 
should  be  made  to  work  out  a  cancella¬ 
tion  arrangement  and  settlement  in  or¬ 
der  to  avoid  further  expense  to  the  Gov¬ 
ernment.  In  expectation  of  some  sav¬ 
ings  from  such  an  effort,  the  committee 
has  reduced  the  1961  appropriation  an 
additional  $20  million. 

The  legislative  authorization  for  this 
program  expires  at  the  end  of  the  cur¬ 
rent  year.  Therefore,  no  authorization 
is  included  in  the  bill  for  a  1961  conserva¬ 
tion  reserve  program. 

FEDERAL  CROP  INSURANCE  CORPORATION 

The  1961  bill  carries  an  appropriation 
for  this  program  of  $6,376,000,  which  is 
the  same  amount  as  was  provided  for 
the  current  fiscal  year. 

In  addition,  authority  is  provided  for 
the  Corporation  to  spend  $2,630,000  from 
its  premium  income  for  ■  administrative 
costs  in  fiscal  year  1961.  This  provides 
an  increase  over  1960  of  $300,000.  Em¬ 
ployee  health  benefit  costs  will  require 
$31,400  of  this  amqunt.  The  balance  is 
required  to  expand  this  program  to 
35,000  new  crops  and  15  new  counties  in 
the  coming  year. 

The  program  is  operating  in  865  coun¬ 
ties  in  fiscal  year  1960  and  is  expected 
to  be  extended  to  880  counties  in  1961. 
The  program  for  1961  contemplates 
425,000  crops  insured  as  compared  to 
390,000  in  1960.  During  the  11  years 
that  the  program  has  been  operating  on 


a  limited  experimental  basis,  premiums 
have  exceeded  indemnities  by  about  $2 
million. 

RURAL  ELECTRIFICATION  ADMINISTRATION 

The  1961  budget  proposed  authoriza¬ 
tions  of  $110  million  for  electrification 
loans  and  $80  million  for  telephone  loans. 
No  contingency  fund  was  included.  The 
committee  recommends  the  full  budget 
estimate  for  both  programs.  It  further 
recommends  a  contingency  fund  of  $50 
million  for  each  program. 

It  is  estimated  that  the  Department 
will  begin  fiscal  year  1961  with  $235  mil¬ 
lion  of  electrification  applications  on 
hand  and  will  receive  further  applica¬ 
tions  during  1961  of  $217  million,  mak¬ 
ing  a  total  of  $452  million  for  consider¬ 
ation  in  1961.  It  is  further  estimated 
that  $110  million  of  prior  year  loan 
funds  will  be  carried  over  into  fiscal  year 
1961.  This  carryover,  plus  the  $160 
million  recommended  in  this  bill — in¬ 
cluding  the  contingency  fund — will  pro¬ 
vide  a  total  of  $270  million  to  meet  this 
need  in  1961.  A  total  of  $245  million  of 
electrification  loans  are  expected  to  be 
made  in  the  current  fiscal  year. 

For  the  telephone  program,  it  is  esti¬ 
mated  that  applications  totalling  more 
than  $135  million  will  be  on  hand  at 
the  beginning  of  fiscal  year  1961  and 
that  additional  applications  of  $120  mil¬ 
lion  will  be  received  during  the  year, 
making  total  applications  of  $255  mil¬ 
lion  for  consideration  in  1961.  The 
amount  provided  in  the  bill,  $130  mil¬ 
lion — including  the  contingency  author¬ 
ization — will  meet  about  half  of  this 
need.  Telephone  loans  will  total  $105 
million  in  fiscal  year  1960.  There  will 
be  no  carryover  of  1960  telephone  loan 
funds  into  1961  fiscal  year. 

Collections  on  electrification  loans  in 
1960  are  expected  to  be  $157  million. 
This  amount  should  be  even  larger  in 
fiscal  year  1961,  and  should  equal  or  ex¬ 
ceed  the  $160  million  authorized  for 
loans  in  the  bill  for  1961.  The  repay¬ 
ment  record  of  this  program  is  still 
amazingly  good,  despite  low  farm  in¬ 
come.  Delinquencies  of  more  than  30 
days  are  only  $400,000 — about  thirteen- 
thousandths  of  1  percent  of  loans  out¬ 
standing. 

The  full  budget  estimate  of  $9,632,000 
is  proposed ;  for  administrative  expenses 
for  the  coming  fiscal  year.  This  is  the 
same  amount  as  appropriated  for  fiscal 
year  1960. 

FARMERS  HOME  ADMINISTRATION 

For  the  lending  programs  of  this 
agency  for  fiscal  year  1961,  the  bill  in¬ 
cludes  total  loan  authorizations  of  $227 
million.  This  authorization  includes 
$26,900,000  for  farm  ownership  loans, 
$197,100,000  for  farm  operating  loans, 
and  $3  million  for  soil  and  water  con¬ 
servation  loans.  The  amounts  recom¬ 
mended  for  ownership  and  operating 
loans  are  the  same  as  the  amounts  to  be 
loaned  in  fiscal  year  1960.  In  addition, 
the  bill  includes  a  $40  million  contin¬ 
gency  authorization.  Not  to  exceed  $5 
million  of  this  may  be  used  for  farm 
ownership  loans  and  the  balance  is 
available  for  the  farm  operating  loan 
program. 

Evidence  before  the  committee  indi¬ 
cates  that  credit  for  agricultural  pur- 
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poses  is  very  tight  and  that  interest 
rates  are  increasing  rapidly.  In  many 
areas  of  the  country,  commercial  credit 
is  no  longer  available  to  farmers.  It  is 
reported  that  some  production  credit 
associations  of  the  Farm  Credit  Admin¬ 
istration  are  charging  up  to  8  and  9  per¬ 
cent  for  agricultural  credit,  and  the  gen¬ 
eral  average  appears  to  be  between  6 
and  7  percent. 

These  factors  have  forced  many  farm¬ 
ers  to  turn  to  the  Farmers  Home  Admin¬ 
istration  which  was  established  to  pro¬ 
vide  credit  to  farmers  who  had  no  other 
source  of  credit.  It  is  to  meet  this  in¬ 
creasing  need  that  the  committee  has 
restored  the  1960  level  for  loans  and  has 
provided  the  contingency  authorization 
mentioned  above.  The  committee  feels 
it  essential  that  this  organization  be  in  a 
position  to  assist  in  the  adjustment 
many  farmers  are  having  to  make  due 
to  depressed  conditions  in  agriculture. 
The  committee  notes  that  the  full  $20 
million  contingency  provided  for  1960 
has  been  used  and  more  is  needed. 

Of  the  original  authorization  of  $450 
million  provided  in  Public  Law  1020  ap¬ 
proved  August  7,  1956,  for  farm  housing 
loans,  an  unused  balance  of  $297  million 
is  expected  to  be  available  in  fiscal  year 
1961.  The  Department  estimates  that  it 
will  use  only  $25  million  of  this  amount 
in  the  coming  year.  The  balance  of  the 
authorization  will  be  available,  however, 
if  needed  to  meet  unanticipated  demands 
for  farming  housing  loans. 

It  has  come  to  the  attention  of  the 
committee  that  this  organization  has  es¬ 
tablished  two  sets  of  standards  for  hous¬ 
ing  loans — one  set  for  counties  which 
are  participating  in  the  rural  develop¬ 
ment  program,  and  another  set  for  the 
other  rural  counties  of  the  Nation. 
Many  of  the  members  of  the  committee 
feel  that  citizens  of  other  than  rural 
development  counties  should  have  the 
same  opportunities  and  directs  the  De¬ 
partment  to  change  its  practices  and 
procedures  to  that  end. 

The  committee  has  approved  $30,500,- 
000  for  the  administrative  costs  of  this 
program  for  fiscal  year  1961.  This  is 
$244,750  less  than  appropriated  for  the 
current  year  and  $967,650  less  than  the 
budget  estimate.  In  addition  to  this  ap¬ 
propriation,  this  organization  will  also 
have  $1  million  available  in  1961  from 
the  farm  tenant  mortgage  insurance 
funds  for  administrative  expenses. 
Also  funds  for  administrative  expenses 
are  available  from  the  disaster  loan 
revolving  fund  as  needed.  In  1960, 
transfers  for  administration  of  disaster 
loans  will  exceed  $3  million. 

While  the  total  loan  volume  of  this 
agency  continues  to  increase  due  to  re¬ 
duced  farm  income,  there  are  still  a 
number  of  areas  where  there  are  few 
applications  and  little  or  no  need  for 
FHA  field  offices.  The  administrative 
funds  have  been  reduced,  therefore,  with 
the  request  that  the  Administrator  re¬ 
examine  his  field  operations  so  as  to 
reduce  or  eliminate  offices  wherever  pos¬ 
sible. 


OFFICE  OF  THE  GENERAL  COUNSEL 

The  sum  of  $3,358,000  is  recommended 
for  fiscal  year  1961  for  this  office.  The 
increase  of  $195,975  above  the  1960  ap¬ 
propriation  is  provided  to  meet  the  em¬ 
ployee  health  benefit  costs  of  this 
organization  and  to  handle  the  in¬ 
creased  workload  related  to  the  legal 
work  of  the  various  marketing  and 
regulatory  activities  of  the  Department. 

OFFICE  OF  THE  SECRETARY 

The  committee  recommends  the  full 
budget  estimate  of  $2,899,500  for  the 
coming  year.  This  is  an  increase  of 
$18,500  over  1960,  all  of  which  is  re¬ 
quired  to  meet  employee  health  benefit 
costs  in  fiscal  year  1961. 

OFFICE  OF  INFORMATION 

The  bill  for  fiscal  year  1961  includes 
a  recommended  appropriation  of 
$1,478,000  for  the  work  of  this  office. 
This  is  an  increase  of  $46,335  above  1960 
funds,  which  includes  $6,335  for  em¬ 
ployee  health  benefit  costs  and  $40,000 
to  meet  the  increased  demands  on  this 
office  for  information  services,  includ¬ 
ing,  first,  policy  clearance  and  review  of 
processed  publications;  second,  region¬ 
alized  radio  tape  service;  and  third, 
cataloging  and  distributing  agricultural 
photographs. 

Considerable  interest  has  been  ex¬ 
pressed  by  Members  of  Congress  and 
others  in  the  1959  yearbook  called 
“Food,”  in  view  of  its  appeal  to  city  con¬ 
sumers  as  well  as  agricultural  people. 
The  demand  has  become  so  large  that  a 
reprint  appears  necessary.  It  is  esti¬ 
mated  that  it  will  cost  $180,000  for  a  full 
reprint  or  $90,000  for  half  an  edition. 

The  sum  of  $213,000  is  included  in  the 
bill  for  printing  of  an  agricultural  year¬ 
book.  The  committee  recommends  that 
half  an  edition  of  “Food”  be  reprinted 
and  that  the  number  of  copies  of  the 
1961  Yearbook  on  seeds  be  reduced  to 
permit  publishing  and  release  within  the 
remaining  funds  available  for  yearbook 
purposes. 

LIBRARY 

The  sum  of  $395,000  is  proposed  for 
1961  by  the  committee.  This  is  an  in¬ 
crease  of  $63,100  over  1960,  which  in¬ 
cludes  $6,880  for  employee  health  benefit 
costs  and  $56,220  for  (a)  processing  gift 
and  exchange  material  and  making  it 
available  for  use,  (b)  improving  biblio¬ 
graphic  service,  and  (c)  providing  for 
additional  purchases  of  publications. 

In  order  to  meet  the  research  needs  of 
the  various  divisions  and  agencies  of  the 
Department  adequately,  some  additional 
staff  is  required  to  make  books  and  pub¬ 
lications  in  the  library  more  readily  ac¬ 
cessible  and  to  assist  scientists  and  re¬ 
searchers  in  locating  material  needed. 
Therefore,  the  committee  has  approved 
the  increases  proposed  in  the  budget  for 
1961. 

COMMODITY  CREDIT  CORPORATION 

The  sum  of  $1,226,500,000  is  recom¬ 
mended  for  restoration  of  capital  im¬ 
pairment  of  the  Corporation.  This  in¬ 
cludes  $632  million  for  realized  losses 


through  June  30,  1959,  and  $594,500,000 
for  losses  incurred  through  December  31, 
1959.  This  is  a  reduction  of  $93,500,000 
in  the  1961  budget  estimate. 

A  breakdown  of  the  realized  losses  for 
the  fiscal  year  1959,  for  which  $575  mil¬ 
lion  was  provided  in  the  Second  Supple¬ 
mental  Appropriation  Act,  1950,  and 
$632  million,  as  included  in  this  bill,  is  as 


follows: 

[In  millions] 

Price  support  program: 

Basic  commodities _  $567 

Mandatory  nonbasic  commodities _  198 

Other  nonbasic  commodities _  46 

Strategic  materials _  —6 


Total,  price  supports _  805 

Commodity  export  program _  132 

Interest,  administrative  and  other 

(net) -  195 

Sirecial  milk  program _  75 


Total,  realized  losses _ 1,  207 


Data  furnished  by  the  Department 
shows  that  $520  million — about  half — of 
this  realized*  loss  is  for  price  support 
transactions.  The  balance  represents 
payments  to  nonfarm  people  for  stor¬ 
age,  transportation,  administration,  and 
interest. 

On  March  16,  1960,  the  Department 
proposed  a  lower  rate  schedule  for  stor¬ 
ing  price-support  grain.  Estimates 
placed  in  the  record,  page  666,  part  3, 
1961  hearings,  indicate  that  an  estimated 
$98,500,000  can  be  saved  if  this  reduction 
is  put  into  effect.  With  the  expectation 
that  the  Corporation  will  reduce  storage 
charges  as  proposed  and  otherwise  im¬ 
prove  storage  practices  during  the  com¬ 
ing  year,  the  committee  has  reduced  this 
item  by  the  estimated  saving  of  $98,500,- 
000. 

The  basic  charter  of  the  Commodity 
Credit  Corporation  contains  authority 
for  research  on  commodities  with  which 
it  deals.  One  of  the  purposes  of  such 
research  is  to  minimize  or  eliminate  the 
losses  on  commodities  in  CCC  invento¬ 
ries.  Information  furnished  the  com¬ 
mittee  shows  that  CCC  funds  are  now 
being  used  for  research  on  grain.  In 
1959,  $146,575  was  used  for  this  purpose 
and  it  is  estimated  that  $142,100  will  be 
spent  in  fiscal  year  1960. 

The  committee  believes  that  the  Cor¬ 
poration  should  continue  this  type  of  re¬ 
search,  particularly  with  reference  to  the 
major  commodities.  It  also  feels  that 
contracts  to  meet  specific  problems  are 
much  more  sound  than  an  overall  in¬ 
crease  of  permanent  employees  for  this 
type  of  work.  It  believes,  however,  that 
such  research  activities  should  be  han¬ 
dled  so  as  not  to  incur  unusually  exces¬ 
sive  costs  or  endanger  the  market  for 
existing  business  concerns  for  any  indus¬ 
trial  products  involved. 

Appropriations  totaling  $1,443,634,000 
are  recommended  to  reimburse  CCC  for 
the  cost  of  these  various  special  pro¬ 
grams  through  June  30,  1960.  The 
amount  recommended  is  an  increase  of 
$175,536,500  over  the  appropriation  for 
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this  purpose  for  fiscal  year  I960.  A  fur-  1959  and  1960  and  funds  recommended 
ther  breakdown  of  costs  for  fiscal  years  for  1961  is  as  follows: 


Project 

1959 

(1958  costs) 

1960 

(1959  costs) 

1961 

(1960  estimated 
costs) 

International  Wheat  Agreement.. . . . 

Emergency  famine  relief  to  friendly  peoples. _  . . . 

Sales  of  surplus  agricultural  commodities  for  foreign  currencies. .. 

Grain  for  migratory  waterfowl  feed.  ... .  . . . 

Transfer  of  bartered  materials  to  supplemental  stockpile - 

Advances  to  Agricultural  Research  Service  for  animal  disease 

$80,  800, 000 
119, 270,000 
1,  033,  515, 000 
18, 506 
82,  250,  335 

19, 390, 100 

1, 510,  870 

$47,  404, 779 
96, 601, 678 
968,  016, 000 
17,363 
129,  000, 000 

1, 036, 192 

608, 926 
25, 412,  562 

$32, 572, 000 
107, 094, 000 
881,000,000 
18, 000 
422,950,000 

Advances  to  Agricultural  Marketing  Service  for  classing  cotton 

Total  appropriation  or  estimate - - 

1,336,  754,811 

1,268,097,500 

1, 443, 634, 000 

As  has  been  pointed  out  previously, 
these  activities  are  carried  on  outside  of 
the  regular  functions  of  the  Corporation. 
Its  funds  and  facilities  are  used  merely 
as  a  convenient  means  of  financing  these 
programs.  They  are  not  related  in  any 
way  to  the  price  support  program  of  the 
Corporation. 

The  bill  for  1961  includes  an  author¬ 
ization  of  $44,726,000  for  administrative 
expenses  of  the  Corporation  during  the 
coming  fiscal  year.  This  is  an  increase 
of  $2,326,000  over  the  1960  limitation  and 
is  $3,702,000  less  than  the  budget  esti¬ 
mates. 

The  sum  proposed  includes  an  addi¬ 
tional  $326,000  for  employee  health  bene¬ 
fit  costs  and  $2  million  to  provide  a  con¬ 
tingency  reserve  to  enable  the  Corpora¬ 
tion  to  meet  unforeseeable  increases  in 
workload  during  the  next  year. 

The  heavy  workload  volume  of  the  new 
cotton  program  which  was  begun  in  1960 
is  expected  to  continue  in  1961.  Acquisi¬ 
tions  of  grain  in  1961  are  estimated  to 
be  heavier  than  in  1960  dute  to  a  384  mil¬ 
lion  bushel  increase  in  takeovers  from 
the  1959  corn  crop;  wheat  loans,  acquisi¬ 
tions  and  disposals  in  1961  are  also  ex¬ 
pected  to  exceed  those  in  1960. 

Since  price  support  is  mandatory  for 
many  commodities,  and  the  volume  of 
loans  and  purchases  cannot  be  con¬ 
trolled,  the  provision  of  a  contingency 
reserve  as  mentioned  above  appears  nec¬ 
essary. 

FARM  CREDIT  ADMINISTRATION 

The  bill  includes  an  administrative  ex¬ 
pense  limitation  of  $2,480,000  for  the 
Farm  Credit  Administration  for  fiscal 
year  1961,  which  is  the  amount  included 
in  the  budget  estimates.  The  increase 
of  $170,000  over  the  1960  limitation  is 
required  to  cover  the  full  year  cost  of  the 
transfer  of  37  employees  from  the  Fed¬ 
eral  Land  Bank  payroll  to  the  Farm 
Credit  Administration  payroll  author¬ 
ized  by  the  Farm  Credit  Act  of  1959. 
These  are  employees  of  the  Farm  Credit 
Administration  who  have  been  paid  by 
the  Federal  land  banks  as  a  matter  of 
convenience.  No  increase  in  cost  or 
number  of  employees  is  involved. 

The  bill  also  includes  language  which 
authorizes  expenditures  necessary  in  the 
liquidation  of  the  Federal  Farm  Mortgage 
Corporation  and  the  sale  of  its  mineral 
reservations.  All  Government  capital 
has  been  repaid. 

Mr.  YATES.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield  for  a  question? 


Mr.  WHITTEN.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man. 

Mr.  YATES.  The  committee’s  report 
on  page  11  touching  on  storage  costs 
raises  a  question  in  my  mind,  and  that 
is  this.  Can  the  gentleman  give  any 
reason  why  a  limitation  should  not  be 
placed  in  this  appropriation  bill  which 
would  require  funds  that  are  expended 
to  be  used  first  for  Government  storage 
of  surplus  commodities  rather  than  per¬ 
mitting  it  to  go  to  private  warehouses? 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  It  would  be  pretty 
hard  to  reach  what  you  are  talking 
about  mechanically.  This  is  a  corpora¬ 
tion  that  under  the  basic  law  has  full 
authority  to  operate  as  a  corporation, 
to  sell  and  to  buy.  A  limitation  on  the 
use  of  administrative  funds  probably 
could  be  worked  out,  but  the  Depart¬ 
ment,  after  our  hearings  and  after  we 
discussed  our  investigators’  report,  on 
March  16  announced  it  was  cutting  the 
rates  back. 

We  approached  it  that  way  because 
there  is  such  a  wide  variety  of  different 
situations  and  different  kinds  of  things. 
We  felt  we  were  not  in  a  position  to 
write  out  the  details  of  a  specific  con¬ 
tract  in  a  specific  area. 

Then  we  implemented  that  by  failing 
to  restore  $98.5  million  which  they  had 
justified  for  carrying  storage  at  the  pres¬ 
ent  rate.  I  do  think  under  the  present 
circumstances  that  is  sufficient. 

In  our  report  we  further  told  them 
that  under  the  law,  which  states  that 
they  shall  carry  on  an  effective  and  ef¬ 
ficient  operation,  we  feel  they  should 
keep  Government  warehouses  filled  first 
in  order  to  carry  that  out.  I  would  say 
that  we  have  gone  far  enough  for  the 
moment.  If  they  do  not  carry  this  out, 
I  would  certainly  be  glad  to  cooperate 
with  the  gentleman  next  year  to  see  that 
it  is  done. 

Mr.  YATES.  I  am  glad  the  gentle¬ 
man  made  that  last  point,  about  using 
Government  warehouses  first.  I  did  not 
see  that  in  the  report.  The  language  of 
the  report  on  page  12  states: 

It  is  the  opinion  of  the  majority  of  this 
committee,  in  view  of  the  obligation  of  the 
officers  of  the  Corporation  to  protect  its  as¬ 
sets  and  thereby  the  taxpayer,  that  these 
actions  do  not  constitute  “effective  and  effi¬ 
cient’’  conduct  of  the  Corporation’s  busi¬ 
ness. 

Does  the  gentleman  indicate  that  the 
inference  to  be  drawn  from  this  lan¬ 
guage  is  that  Government  warehouses 


should  be  used  first  before  private  ware¬ 
houses  are  used? 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Let  me  put  it  this 
way:  If  the  Corporation  owns  a  ware¬ 
house  and  can  keep  its  grain  in  its  own 
warehouse,  certainly  we  do  not  think  it 
should  keep  its  own  space  empty  and 
pay  somebody  to  store  the  grain.  At  the 
moment  I  do  not  see  that  in  the  report, 
but  it  is  in  the  report. 

Mr .  Y ATES .  Stated  specifically  ? 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Yes. 

Mr.  BROWN  of  Ohio.  Mr.  Chairman, 
will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  I  yield. 

Mr.  BROWN  of  Ohio.  I  read  with  a 
great  deal  of  interest  the  report  on  pages 
11  and  12  with  respect  to  storage  costs. 
Was  this  report  made  before  the  Com¬ 
modity  Credit  Corporation,  or  whoever 
it  was,  made  the  cut  in  storage  cost  to 
eliminate  the  big  profiteers  and  help  the 
little  elevator  operators  in  some  States? 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  This  report  was 
written  subsequent  to  the  Department’s 
original  pronouncement.  The  course  of 
events  was  that  our  committee  had  an 
investigation  made.  We  took  it  up  with 
the  Department  on  February  3,  and  on 
March  16  they  made  their  announce¬ 
ment. 

They  called  me  and  asked  if  we  would 
support  them  in  bringing  the  cost  down. 
I  said  that  I  would  for  myself  but  I 
could  not  speak  for  the  committee.  Be¬ 
fore  in  the  report  we  call  on  them  to 
cut  costs.  We  give  them  considerable 
latitude.  We  also  mentioned  farmer- 
owned  storage.  The  farmer  has  to  take 
his  storage  the  first  year.  He  has  to 
take  that  loss.  So  we  wrote  our  lan¬ 
guage  in  the  report  as  support  for  the 
announcement. 

Mr.  BROWN  of  Ohio.  We  have  in 
Ohio  small  elevators.  We  produce  a 
grade  and  type  of  wheat  that  is  not  in 
oversupply,  but  it  is  used  for  the  making 
of  flour  and  the  grain  goes  in  and  out 
of  these  elevators  rather  rapidly.  I  am 
advised  that  the  average  profit  of  the 
eldvator  operators  in  Ohio  is  only  be¬ 
tween  4  and  5  percent.  There  has  been 
no  profiteering.  I  am  also  advised,  as 
late  as  this  morning,  that  the  cost  sup¬ 
port  cut  of  19  percent  on  all  elevator 
storage  rates  will  just  simply  close  a  lot 
of  the  small  warehouses — and  we  have 
no  large  terminal  warehouses  in  Ohio — 
the  small  elevators,  and  the  farmers  will 
have  no  place  to  take  their  grain. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  May  I  say  to  the 
gentleman,  we  do  not  take  credit  for  nor 
do  we  underwrite  the  department’s 
method  of  handling  this.  For  instance, 
we  see  some  sense  in  a  uniform  grain 
storage  rate  for  uniform  warehouses. 
Personally,  I  cannot  see  that  you  ought 
to  pay  the  same  rate  to  a  fellow  who  can 
liquidate  the  total  cost  of  his  warehouse 
in  16  months  as  one  or  two  of  them  have 
done  as  to  an  established  warehouse 
that  gives  you  full  protection. 

What  we  are  trying  to  do  is  to  point 
out  the  things  we  think  have  been  poor 
business.  We  point  out  the  law  which 
says  this  must  be  carried  on  in  an  ef¬ 
ficient  manner.  That  means  pulling  the 
costs  down  but  giving  them  latitude  as 
to  how  to  do  it.  This  straight  across- 
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the-board  cut,  to  my  mind,  is  not  the  way 
they  should  haye  handled  it.  But  the 
fact  I  differ  with  them  is  not  surprising, 
because  I  have  differed  with  them  many 
times  as  the  gentleman  knows. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Mississippi  has  expired. 

Mr.  ANDERSEN  of  Minnesota.  Mr. 
Chairman,  I  yield  myself  such  time  as  I 
may  require. 

(Mr.  ANDERSEN  of  Minnesota  asked 
was  given  permission  to  revise  and  ex¬ 
tend  his  remarks.) 

GREEN  ACRES  PROGRAM 

Mr.  ANDERSEN  of  Minnesota.  Mr. 
Chairman,  I  would  like  first  to  say  it  is 
a  pleasure  for  me  personally  to  work 
under  the  chairmanship  of  a  gentleman 
such  as  Mr.  Whitten,  of  Mississippi,  and 
to  be  associated  with  a  man  like  Walt 
Horan,  of  Washington.  By  the  way, 
Jamie  and  I  have  been  on  this  particular 
subcommittee  for  17  years.  We  are  al¬ 
most  making  a  career  out  of  it.  We  have 
had  the  company  of  Mr.  Horan  there  for 
about  15  years  and  Mr.  Marshall,  an¬ 
other  very  fine  gentleman  from  my  own 
State,  has  been  around  for  some  12  years. 
Our  able  colleague  from  Kentucky,  Mr. 
Natcher,  has  been  with  us  on  the  com¬ 
mittee  for  about  6  years  and  we  have 
two  comparatively  new  members,  our 
colleagues  the  gentleman  from  New 
York  [Mi-.  Santangelo]  and  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Illinois  [Mr.  Michel].  It  is  a 
pleasure  to  work  with  these  gentlemen. 
I  have  always  found  them  eminently  fair, 
and  I  want  to  preface  the  remarks  I  am 
about  to  make  by  expressing  my  senti¬ 
ments  toward  my  fine  colleagues  on  the 
subcommittee. 

DEPLORABLE  CONDITIONS  OP  OUR  FARM  ECONOMY 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  deplorable  condi¬ 
tions  of  our  farm  economy  discussed  so 
eloquently  by  the  gentleman  from  Mis¬ 
sissippi  [Mr.  Whitten],  who  is  chairman 
of  our  Subcommittee  on  Agricultural 
Appropriations,  and  the  contents  of  our 
committee  report,  together  with  the  ac¬ 
companying  bill,  should  be  sufficient 
cause  for  the  most  serious  concern  on  the 
part  of  every  Member  of  Congress. 

Words  alone,  written  or  spoken,  cannot 
fully  and  properly  describe  the  plight  of 
several  millions  of  farm  people  who  dur¬ 
ing  the  last  10  years  have  seen  prices  go 
steadily  up  on  the  things  they  buy  and 
as  equally  steadily  down  on  the  things 
they  sell.  Sleight-of-hand  juggling  of 
farm  income  figures  cannot  conceal  the 
fact  that  our  farm  economy  is  in  diffi¬ 
cult  straits  and  that  the  time  for  con¬ 
structive  and  remedial  action  is  long 
overdue. 

In  the  last  10  years  our  gross  national 
product  has  risen  from  $382  billion  to 
$480  billion;  national  income  has  gone 
up  from  $217  billion  to  about  $400  bil¬ 
lion;  labor  income  alone  has  climbed 
from  $175  billion  to  about  $280  billion; 
hourly  earnings  in  all  manufacturing 
jobs  have  gone  up  from  $1.46  in  1950  to 
$2.28  today;  and  in  virtually  every  seg¬ 
ment  of  our  economy,  with  the  exception 
of  agriculture,  we  have  seen  similar  rises 
and  aside  from  a  few  chronically  de¬ 
pressed  areas  the  whole  Nation  has 
prospered. 
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But  look  at  agriculture.  Net  farm  in¬ 
come  stood  at  $13.8  billion  in  1949  and 
the  latest  report  shows  net  farm  income 
has  dropped  below  $11  billion.  If  there 
was  ever  a  famine  in  a  land  of  economic 
plenty,  such  a  famine  exists  today  among 
the  farm  people  of  our  Nation. 

We  expend  a  considerable  amount  of 
money  for  various  farm  programs,  many 
of  which  are  actually  for  the  primary 
benefit  of  consumers,  but  the  one  big 
item  which  relates  itself  directly  to  farm 
income  is  the  appropriation  to  restore 
the  capital  impairment  "of  the  Commod¬ 
ity  Credit  Corporation. 

The  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  is 
the  banker  for  our  price  support  opera¬ 
tions.  For  ready  understanding  of  the 
purposes  of  agricultural  price  supports 
I  might  describe  them  as  the  equivalent 
for  farm  people  of  minimum  wage  laws, 
unemployment  insurance,  labor  manage¬ 
ment  agreements,  et  cetera,  for  the  pro¬ 
tection  of  labor  income.  Unorganized 
and  without  the  potent  weapon  of  the 
right  to  strike,  farm  people  must  of 
necessity  look  to  the  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment  for  a  measure  of  assistance  in  their 
efforts  to  obtain  a  fair  and  equitable  re¬ 
turn  for  their  labor,  investment,  and 
management  ability.  This  we  call 
parity. 

In  the  bill  before  us  there  is  an  item 
in  the  amount  of  $1,325  million  to  re¬ 
store  the  capital  impairment  of  the  Com¬ 
modity  Credit  Corporation  and  this  rep¬ 
resents  the  losses  sustained  in  our  price 
support  operations  during  the  last  fiscal 
year.  Last  year  we  appropriated  $1,- 
435,400,000  for  this  purpose;  the  year  be¬ 
fore  $1,760,400,000;  and  the  year  before 
that  $1,239,800,000. 

In  the  last  5 -years  we  have  sustained 
a  total  loss  of  $6,689,900,000  in  our  price 
support  operations,  and  in  those  same  5 
years  net  farm  income  has  dropped  a  full 
half  billion  dollars.  Although  it  should 
be  obvious  to  everyone  that  our  programs 
of  price  supports  are  not  doing  the  job, 
I  shudder  to  think  where  our  farm  econ¬ 
omy  would  be  today  if  we  had  not  pro¬ 
vided  at  least  this  measure  of  protection. 

As  ranking  member  of  the  Subcom¬ 
mittee  on  Agricultural  Appropriations, 
as  a  Member  of  Congress  representing  a 
great  agricultural  district,  and  as  a  man 
conscious  of  the  fiscal  implications  of  the 
bill  we  bring  before  you,  I  must  report 
that  the  rise  in  costs  to  the  public  in 
recent  years  has  been  accompanied  by  a 
corresponding  decline  in  farm  income. 
We  cannot  forever  expect  farm  people 
or  taxpayers  generally  to  support  such 
an  inadequate  and  costly  program. 

Our  subcommittee  has  been  fully  cog¬ 
nizant  of  these  negative  developments. 
Each  year  we  have  conducted  extensive 
hearings — this  is  my  own  17th  year  on 
the  subcommittee — and  this  year  you 
will  note  that  our  hearings  total  more 
than  2,500  pages  in  length.  In  all  mod¬ 
esty  I  believe  I  can  honestly  say  that  the 
seven  members  of  our  subcommittee 
know  more  about  the  detailed  operations 
of  the  U.S.  Department  of  Agriculture 
and  of  our  farm  programs  than  any 
other  group  in  Congress. 

I  believe  our  subcommittee  has  taken 
every  conceivable  action  available  to  us 


in  our  efforts  to  cut  the  costs  of  these 
programs  and  make  them  more  worth¬ 
while  to  the  farm  people  in  whose  inter¬ 
ests  they  were  first  authorized.  At  the 
same  time,  I  believe  we  have  exhausted 
our  capabilities  and  the  frustrating  ex¬ 
perience  of  spending  good  money  after 
bad  compels  me  today  to  bring  this  whole 
problem  before  the  Congress  in  the  hope 
that  something  constructive  might  come 
of  the  effort. 

COMPREHENSIVE  NEW  FARM  BILL 

On  May  2  of  this  year  I  introduced  a 
comprehensive  new  farm  bill — H.R. 
12000 — together  with  my  able  and  dis¬ 
tinguished  colleague  the  gentleman  from 
Iowa  [Mr.  Jensen],  His  identical  bill  is 
H.R.  12001.  This  bill  was  not  casually 
conceived  nor  was  it  lightly  offered. 
Speaking  for  myself,  its  provisions  were 
based  upon  many  years  of  service  in  the 
Congress,  especially  as  a  member  of  the 
Subcommittee'  on  Agricultural  Appro¬ 
priations,  together  with  virtually  a  life¬ 
time  of  experience  as  a  farmer,  and  as  a 
farm  manager. 

As  a  preliminary  to  the  discussion  of 
our  proposal,  let  us  first  take  a  good  look 
at  the  problem  we  seek  to  solve. 

From  the  viewpoint  of  the  American 
taxpayer,  the  development  of  a  solution 
to  the  farm  problem  should  have  the 
highest  priority.  Reluctantly  but  of 
necessity  I  must  report  to  the  Congress 
that  we  now  have  in  Commodity  Credit 
Corporation  accounts  about  $9  billion 
worth  o.f  surplus  agricultural  commod¬ 
ities.  In  the  next  fiscal  year  it  will  cost 
about  $600  million  to  store  and  handle 
that  vast  storehouse  of  agricultural 
products.  Added  to  this  will  be  the 
losses  through  deterioration,  market 
losses,  shrinkage,  and  other  factors  lead¬ 
ing  inevitably  to  a  loss  to  the  Public 
Treasury  of  probably  another  $1  billion. 

As  a  practical  matter,  we  have  found 
from  experience  that  we  cannot  even 
give  away  this  multi-billion-dollar  hoard 
of  agricultural  commodities.  In  the  bill 
before  us  you  will  find  another  item  of 
$1,468,742,000  to  reimburse  the  Commod¬ 
ity  Credit  Corporation  for  various  special 
activities  such  as  Public  Law  480,  the 
International  Wheat  Agreement,  and 
famine  relief  to  friendly  countries.  Tre¬ 
mendous  quantities  of  American  food 
have  moved  through  church  and  other 
charitable  organizations  from  govern¬ 
ment  warehouses  into  empty  stomachs 
around  the  world;  additional  amounts 
of  staggering  tonnage  have*  been  sold  for 
local  currencies  which  are  near  worth¬ 
less  to  us;  and  we  have  thrown  wide  the 
door  of  our  food  storehouse  to  needy 
people  both  at  home  and  abroad.  But 
it  costs  money  to  even  give  these  stocks 
away  and  from  the  viewpoint  of  the  tax-  • 
payer  this  $9  billion  stockpile  is  and  will 
continue  to  be  a  most  costly  burden. 

From  the  viewpoint  of  the  farmer  we 
purport  to  help,  this  stockpile  of  agri¬ 
cultural  surpluses  is  a  two-edged  sword 
striking  at  the  heart  of  his  pocketbook. 
In  the  first  place,  the  level  of  farm  com¬ 
modity  prices  at  a  present  average  of 
only  80  percent  of  parity  together  with 
the  fanner’s  proportionate  share  of  the 
total  tax  burden  leaves  the  average 
farmer  at  the  bottom  of  the  economic 
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ladder.  In  the  second  place,  the  tre¬ 
mendous  accumulation  of  farm  com¬ 
modities  in  the  inventory  of  the  Com¬ 
modity  Credit  Corporation  hangs  like  a 
dark  cloud  over  the  agricultural  econ¬ 
omy  and  eliminates  completely  any 
hope  for  a  rise  in  market  prices  for  farm 
products. 

The  proposal  the  gentleman  from  Iowa 
[Mr.  Jensen]  and  I  have  laid  before  the 
Congress  is  designed  to  meet  effectively 
and  promptly  both  of  these  basic  prob¬ 
lems  of  accumulated  surpluses  and  de¬ 
pressed  farm  commodity  prices.  More¬ 
over,  we  seek  to  accomplish  these  prime 
objectives  at  little  or  no  additional  cost 
to  American  taxpayers. 

The  green  acres  program  we  propose 
contains  numerous  provisions  previously 
advanced  by  other  able  and  distin¬ 
guished  Members  of  Congress.  The  pay¬ 
ment-in-kind  features,  for  example,  may 
be  found  in  many  bills  now  pending  be¬ 
fore  the  legislative  committees.  My  co¬ 
sponsor,  the  gentleman  from  Iowa  [Mr. 
Jensen],  along  with  his  colleague,  the 
gentleman  from  Iowa  [Mr.  Hoeven], 
some  time  ago  introduced  payment-in- 
|  kind  bills  for  com.  The  distinguished 
chairman  of  my  Subcommittee  on  Agri¬ 
cultural  Appropriations,  the  gentleman 
from  Mississippi  [Mr.  Whitten],  and 
my  very  able  farm  colleague  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Minnesota  [Mr.  Marshall] 
recently  introduced  bills  to  authorize 
a  payment-in-kind  program  covering  all 
feed  grains  and  wheat. 

After  studying  many  of  these  con¬ 
structive  proposals  and  gaining  from 
them  a  number  of  worthwhile  ideas,  Mr. 
Jensen  and  I  felt  that  something  addi¬ 
tional  was  needed  to  accomplish  a  bal¬ 
ance  between  production  and  market 
demands  and  the  green  acres  feature 
was  conceived  for  this  purpose. 

Having  crystallized  our  own  thinking 
on  the  general  outlines  of  a  farm 
measure,  we  took  the  idea  directly  to 
the  farmers  who  would  be  affected  for 
their  counsel  before  introducing  a  bill 
and  the  farmers  themselves  gave  us  the 
answers  to  several  questions  for  which 
I  we  had  been  unable  to  find  the  answers. 

I  personally  discussed  the  green  acres 
proposal  with  more  than  400  farmers, 
ASC  committeemen,  county  agents,  con¬ 
servationists,  livestock  men,  and  others 
representing  a  Cross  section  of  Midwest 
agriculture.  As  a  result  of  these  discus¬ 
sions,  the  initial  idea  was  considerably 
modified  and  several  very  valuable  im¬ 
provements  were  made.  For  example, 
we  were  concerned  about  the  collateral 
effects  our  proposal  might  have  upon 
the  livestock  industry  and  I  found  the 
answer  in  a  suggestion  made  by  an  ASC 
county  committeeman  at  the  last  meet¬ 
ing  held  on  the  subject. 

The  Andersen-Jensen  green  acres  pro¬ 
gram  is  in  a  major  sense  the  result  of 
the  combined  thinking  of  a  cross  section 
of  farm  people  and  the  leaders  of  re¬ 
sponsible  farm  organizations,  and  I  want 
at  this  time  to  acknowledge  their  help 
and  express  my  personal  appreciation 
for  their  contributions. 

Now,  Mr.  Chairman,  I  would  like  to 
take  a  few  minutes  to  describe  briefly 
the  various  sections  of  our  bill. 


Section  2  of  the  bill  provides  for  a 
nationwide  referendum  to  permit 
farmers  to  determine  for  themselves 
whether  or  not  they  want  this  program 
to  go  into  operation.  Since  every 
farmer  in  the  United  States  who  pro¬ 
duced  wheat,  corn,  oat's,  rye,  barley, 
grain  sorghums,  soybeans,  and  flaxseed 
would  be  immediately  affected,  all  of 
those  producers  who  produced  one  or 
more  of  these  commodities  in  at  least 
3  of  the  last  5  years  would  be  eligible 
to  vote  in  the  referendum.  If  two-thirds 
or  more  of  the  producers  voting  in  the 
referendum  favored  the  program  pre¬ 
sented  to  them,  it  would  be  in  effect  the 
following  crop  year  and  thereafter  un¬ 
less  the  Congress  authorized  and  the 
Secretary  of  Agriculture  conducted  an¬ 
other  referendum  on  this  or  a  modified 
program. 

I  will  discuss  the  other  sections  of  the 
bill  upon  the  assumption  that  the  entire 
program  would  be  approved  in  the  ref¬ 
erendum.,  If  farmers  voted  to  the  con¬ 
trary,  the  entire  measure  would  be 
inoperative. 

GREEN  ACRES  PROVISION 

Section  3  covers  the  “green  acres’’  pro¬ 
vision  and  is  the  cornerstone  of  the  en¬ 
tire  proposal.  Beginning  with  the  1961 
crop,  all  producers  of  the  commodities 
enumerated  earlier  would  be  required 
to  put  at  least  20  percent  of  their  total 
cropland  under  green  cover.  Fanners 
would  receive  no  direct  compensation  for 
so  doing,  and  they  would  be  free  to  do 
anything  they  wanted  to  with  these 
green  acres  other  than  the  production 
of  nonconserving  crops.  They  could 
graze  it,  cut  hay  off  of  it,  put  it  into 
wildlife  cover,  and  so  forth.  The  prin¬ 
cipal  stipulation  would  be  that  it  must  be 
under  green  cover  and  not  in  the  produc¬ 
tion  of  nonconserving  crops. 

The  20  percent  figure  in  our  bill  is 
not  a  precise  figure  which  we  have  de¬ 
termined  to  be  the  exact  minimum  crop¬ 
land  needed  in  green  acres  on  each  farm 
to  do  the  job.  It  is,  however,  the  best 
possible  estimate  we  can  make  as  to  a 
percentage  reasonably  expected  to  ac¬ 
complish  the  objective  we  seek  of  balanc¬ 
ing  the  production  of  these  commodities 
against  consumer  needs  and  market  op¬ 
portunities. 

Because  this  is  such  an  important 
feature  of  the  bill,  you  may  be  interested 
in  the  basis  for  the  20  percent  provi¬ 
sion  and  some  of  the  reasons  for  its  im¬ 
portance. 

It  should  be  obvious  to  all  that  Amer¬ 
ican  farmers  are  producing  too  much. 
They  were  called  upon  to  increase  pro¬ 
duction  during  the  war  years,  and  farm 
programs  in  effect  in  recent  years  have 
provided  no  alternative.  We  now  have 
in  Government  ownership  $9  billion 
worth  of  agricultural  commodities  and 
it  is  costing  us  about  $600  million  a  year 
for  storage  and  handling.  We  are  sim¬ 
ply  producing  too  much  and  all  previous 
efforts  to  achieve  the  desired  balance 
have  failed. 

The  best  advice  we  can  obtain  to¬ 
gether  with  our  own  study  of  official 
statistics  leads  us  to  the  conclusion  that 
we  have  nationwide  about  32.6  million 
too  many  acres  currently  producing 


wheat,  rye,  com,  oats,  barley,  grain 
sorghums,  soybeans,  and  flaxseed.  This 
is  a  composite  figure  which  takes  into 
account  an  estimated  deficit,  for  ex¬ 
ample,  of  about  3.6  million  acres  of  oats 
and  0.9  million  acres  of  flax  last  year. 

Assuming  the  accuracy  of  this  figure, 
and  we  believe  it  is  reasonably  accurate, 
the  next  step  was  to  devise  a  sure  means 
of  taking  this  much  land  out  of  pro¬ 
duction  at  no  cost  to  the  taxpaying 
public. 

Nationwide  we  have  about  430  million 
acres  of  cropland  now  in  production. 
About  136  million  acres  of  this  cropland 
is  in  hay  and  pasture,  or  29.6  percent 
of  the  total.  However,  this  percentage 
of  total  cropland  in 'hay  and  pasture 
ranges  from  a  statewide  average  of  13.1 
percent  in  Kansas,  to  85.8  percent  in 
Vermont.  North  Dakota  averages  15.6 
percent  of  its  total  cropland  in  hay  and 
pasture:  Washington,  18.9  percent; 
Georgia,  20.2  percent;  Montana,  20.8 
percent;  Illinois,  21  percent;  Colorado, 
21  percent;  North  Carolina,  22  percent; 
South  Carolina,  23  percent;  Delaware, 
23.1  percent;  Texas,  24.3  percent;  and 
Minnesota,  24.3  percent. 

Within  the  States  the  percentage  of 
cropland  in  hay  and  pasture  also  varies 
widely.  I  have  listed  the  States  in  as¬ 
cending  order  up  to  and  including 
Minnesota  because  I  have  more  details 
about  my  own  State.  In  my  district,  for 
example,  I  have  two  big-producing  coun¬ 
ties  which  have  an  average  of  7  and  9 
percent  of  their  cropland  now  in  hay 
and  pasture.  Obviously,  the  range  with¬ 
in  these  counties  is  from  zero  to  a  few 
dairies  with  substantial  acreage  of  hay 
and  pasture. 

The  point  I  want  to  make  is  that  we 
calculated  this  as  best  we  could  and  came 
to  the  conclusion  that  20  percent  was 
about  as  reliable  a  figure  as  could  be 
determined  without  intensive  study  of 
the  latest  census  data  when  it  becomes 
available.  Experts  in  the  field  gave  us 
estimates  that  ranged  from  a  low  of 
about  15  percent  to  a  high  of  about  25 
percent  and  from  this  we  conclude  that 
our  20-percent  figure  is  fairly  accurate. 
In  addition,  we  anticipate  that  hearings 
on  the  bill  would  develop  information 
which  would  either  confirm  this  figure  or 
lead  to  a  more  precise  percentage  for  the 
green  acres  program. 

It  is  our  considered  judgment  that  the 
establishment  of  this  minimum  figure  of 
20  percent  of  the  cropland  on  every  farm 
would  probably  raise  the  national  aver¬ 
age  about  8  percent  which  would  take 
out  of  crop  production  about  34  million 
additional  acres.  If  so,  and  allowing  for 
the  fact  that  a  good  farmer  would  often 
select  his  poorer  land  for  the  purpose, 
we  believe  we  would  be  within  striking 
distance  of  balanced  production. 

MUST  BE  ABSOLUTELY  ENFORCIBLE 

One  further  point  on  this  section. 
Everyone  we  discussed  this  with  advised 
us  that  it  must  be  absolutely  enfor- 
cible.  To  make  it  effective  we  have  put 
some  real  teeth  into  it  by  providing 
a  penalty  of  50  percent  of  the  total  pro¬ 
duction  on  any  farm  not  in  compliance 
with  the  green  acres  provision.  This 
penalty  would  be  in  the  amount  of  one- 
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half  the  value  of  the  violator’s  total  pro¬ 
duction  the  year  of  his  noncompliance 
and  we  believe  there  will  be  little  or  no 
noncompliance. 

Section  4  provides  a  vital  incentive 
insofar  as  farmers  and  our  rural  econ¬ 
omy  are  concerned.  Under  this  section 
price  supports  on  all  the  commodities 
listed  would  be  set  at  80  percent  of  parity 
the  first  2  years,  at  85  percent  the  next 
2  years,  and  at  90  percent  of  parity 
thereafter.  If  our  calculations  are  ac¬ 
curate,  and  we  believe  they  are,  the  mar¬ 
ket  will  rise  steadily  in  the  next  few 
years  and  the  level  of  price  supports 
will  follow  it  up.  In  this  section  we  pro¬ 
pose  in  5  years  to  restore  the  general 
level  of  farm  commodity  prices  to  the 
level  from  which  they  have  fallen 
steadily  in  the  last  10  years.  The  step- 
by-step  increase  will  avoid  sharp  dis¬ 
ruptions  in  our  whole  agricultural  econ¬ 
omy  and  we  believe  it  is  entirely  prac¬ 
tical  to  move  back  up  in  this  manner. 

PAYMENT-IN-KIND 

Section  5  contains  the  provisions  for 
the  liquidation  of  present  surpluses;  the 
maintenance  of  an  adequate  supply  for 
the  protection  of  consumers,  world  mar¬ 
kets,  and  good-for-peace  programs;  and 
the  balancing  of  farm  production  in  the 
future.  The  payment-in-kind  program 
is  to  be  entirely  optional  with  the  pro¬ 
ducer,  but  we  have  purposely  set  the 
rate  at  80  percent  of  average,  normal 
yields  to  make  it  attractive  to  producers. 
In  addition,  we  have  set  a  maximum  of 
50  percent  of  any  farm  which  may  be 
temporarily  retired  from  production  in 
the  interests  of  farm  families  and  the 
local  economies.  I  have  never  wanted  to 
see  whole  farms  retired  from  production 
for  any  reason  and  we  propose  to  pre¬ 
vent  that  in  this  program. 

As  one  of  the  original  coauthors  of 
the  conservation  reserve  program,  I  have 
consistently  opposed  the  retirement  of 
whole  farms  via  this  program. 

As  is  provided  in  most  of  the  other 
payment-in-kind  proposals,  our  Bill 
calls  for  a  complete  retirement  of  the 
acreage  for  which  80  percent  of  normal 
yield  certificates  are  issued.  These  cer¬ 
tificates  will  be  valued  as  of  the  time 
of  issue  and  will  be  completely  negoti¬ 
able.  They  can  be  used  as  collateral  for 
credit.  They  can  be  surrendered  in  ex¬ 
change  for  CCC  stocks.  They  may  also 
be  sold  to  a  neighbor  or  a  local  elevator 
for  cash.  When  finally  surrendered, 
these  certificates  would  be  exchanged 
for  surplus  stocks  owned  by  the  Govern¬ 
ment.  However,  these  stocks  would  not 
be  eligible  for  price  supports.  The  retired 
land  may  either  be  put  under  protective 
cover  with  ACP  assistance,  left  black  if 
that  is  the  proper  thing  to  do  from  a  con¬ 
servation  standpoint,  or  put  under  wild¬ 
life  cover.  However,  no  harvest  of  crops 
or  hay  would  be  permitted  except  in 
emergencies  authorized  by  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  Agriculture. 

There  is  also  another  payment-in¬ 
kind  feature  in  this  section  relative  to 
the  “green  acres’’  retired  from  grain 
production  under  section  3. 

To  protect  the  livestock  economy 
against  a  flood  of  cheap  hay,  we  auth¬ 
orize  an  optional  25  percent  of  normal 
yield  payment-in-kind  for  the  complete 


retirement  of  this  land.  This  has  been 
set  at  this  particular  rate  so  the  farmer 
who  has  livestock  and  needs  the  hay 
can  utilize  his  “green  acres”  and  the 
farmer  who  does  not  need  the  hay  or 
pasture  can  completely  retire  that  land 
in  return  for  the  25  percent  of  normal 
yield  payment-in-kind.  We  also  have 
reason  to  believe  that  once  the  present 
surpluses  have  been  liquidated  this  fea¬ 
ture  alone  might  well  serve  to  maintain 
the  balance  in  production  we  seek  under 
the  terms  of  our  Bill.  If  so,  the  total 
cost  would  be  very  low  because  of  the 
relatively  low  payment  rate  of  25  per¬ 
cent. 

In  this  section  we  also  afford  a  meas¬ 
ure  of  protection  to  the  grain  trade  and 
storage  industry  by  directing  that  com¬ 
modities  redeemed  with  payment-in¬ 
kind  certificates  shall  to  the  maximum 
extent  practicable  be  from  CCC  stocks 
in  bin  sites  or  other  Government  facili¬ 
ties  before  withdrawing  from  commer¬ 
cial  warehouse  facilities.  In  addition, 
I  would  like  to  report  that  our  Agricul¬ 
ture  Appropriations  Subcommittee  held 
several  meetings  in  the  Midwest  on  the 
storage  question  and  we  were  told  by 
responsible  country  elevator  operators 
that  they  very  much  preferred  the  move¬ 
ment  of  free  grain  to  the  storage  of 
CCC  stocks  as  the  trade  in  free  grain 
is  more  profitable  to  them. 

Prom  our  inquiries  we  came  to  the 
conclusion  that  the  elevators  will  find 
the  increased  supply  of  grain  in  trade 
channels  more  to  their  liking  than  long¬ 
term  storage  of  Government  stocks. 

This  section  includes  the  usual  penalty 
for  violations  equal  to  forfeiture  of  all 
payments  and  an  additional  penalty 
equal  to  50  percent  of  the  amount 
otherwise  due. 

Section  6  provides  that  the  acreage 
diverted  either  into  green  acres  or  by 
payment  in  kind  shall  be  in  addition  to 
any  acreage  already  in  the  conserva¬ 
tion  reserve.  In  other  words,  if  part  of 
a  farm  is  now  in  the  conservation  re¬ 
serve  the  balance  of  the  farm  would  be 
considered  as  an  entity  for  the  purposes 
of  this  legislation  and  the  green  acres 
would  have  to  come  out  of  the  remain¬ 
ing  cropland  in  production. 

Section  7  assures  producers  eligibility 
for  ACP  cost-share  payments  on  their 
entire  farms,  including  the  green  acres 
and  land  diverted  under  payment  in 
kind. 

Section  8  provides  that  the  proposed 
program  shall  be  administered  by  the 
farmer-elected  committees  which  are 
already  in  existence. 

Section  9  directs  the  Secretary  of 
Agriculture  to  transmit  annual  reports 
to  the  Congress  in  order  that  the  opera¬ 
tions  of  the  green  acres  program  may  be 
constantly  reviewed.  In  addition,  it 
provides  that  any  increase  in  the  per¬ 
centage  of  cropland  required  under  the 
green  acres  provision  shall  first  be  ap¬ 
proved  by  Congress  and  then  submitted 
to  producers  in  another  nationwide 
referendum.  However,  if  we  have  been 
reasonably  accurate  in  the  determina¬ 
tion  of  this  percentage,  it  is  unlikely 
that  such  action  would  be  necessary  at 
any  time  in  the  near  future. 

Section  10  guarantees  to  cotton,  pea¬ 
nut,  rice,  tobacco,  and  wheat  producers 


that  no  terms  of  this  measure  shall  in 
any  way  affect  their  present  programs 
of  acreage  allotments,  marketing 
quotas,  or  price  supports  except  for  the 
80  percent  of  parity  price  support  floor 
under  wheat. 

in  the  first  place,  I  would  not  under¬ 
take  to  offer  legislation  affecting  these 
commodities  as  I  know  there  are  better 
authorities  in  the  Congress  representing 
these  particular  producers.  However,  I 
do  want  to  call  attention  to  the  fact  that 
the  green  acres  program  would  be  of 
considerable  economic  value  to  the 
producers  of  cotton,  peanuts,  rice,  and 
tobacco,  from  the  standpoint  of  higher 
price  supports  for  the  grains  they  pro¬ 
duce  on  their  farms. 

ILLUSTRATIVE  CHARTS 

That,  Mr.  Chairman,  is  a  section-by¬ 
section  summary  of  the  bill.  I  would 
now  like  to  call  our  colleagues’  attention 
to  the  four  charts  we  have  prepared 
which  illustrate  the  prospective  impact 
of  this  proposal  upon  the  production 
and  income  of  a  representative  320-acre 
midwestern  grain  farm.  These  charts 
may  be  readily  adjusted  to  various  crops 
as  well  as  larger  or  smaller  farms.  The 
320-acre  farm  is  simply  illustrative  of 
the  program. 

The  first  chart  shows  that  farm  in 
virtually  all-out  production  in  1960  under 
the  present  program.  You  will  note  that 
we  have  estimated  25  acres  for  buildings, 
lots,  roads,  wastelands,  and  so  forth, 
and,  to  be  conservative,  have  shown  35 
acres  already  in  alfalfa.  On  the  balance 
we  show  160  acres  of  corn,  producing 
9,600  bushels,  worth  about  $1  per  bushel 
this  year;  59  acres  of  soybeans,  produc¬ 
ing  1,500  bushels,  worth  about  $1.73  per 
bushel;  and  50  acres  of  barley,  produc¬ 
ing  1,500  bushels,  worth  about  70  cents 
a  bushel.  In  the  lower  left-hand  corner 
of  the  chart  we  show  an  approximation 
of  the  surplus  produced  on  that  farm,' 
and  these  figures  are  based  on  the  actual 
percentage  of  each  commodity  now  in 
surplus  production.  On  the  right-hand 
side  of  the  chart  we  show  the  total  gross 
income  in  the  amount  of  $13,800  for  this 
all-out  production. 

The  second  chart  shows  that  same 
farm  in  1961  under  the  “green  acres” 
program  with  80  percent  of  parity  price 
.supports.  Since  this  is  primarily  a 
grain-producing  farm,  we  assume,  as  an 
illustration,  that  the  farmer  will  take  full 
advantage  of  the  program.  First,  he  will 
have  to  put  a  total  of  59  acres  into  the 
green  acres  program.  For  this  he  may 
elect  to  receive  the  25  percent  of  normal 
yield  payment  in  kind  for  wildlife  cover, 
or  885  bushels  of  CCC  corn.  Then  he 
will  be  eligible  to  retire  an  additional 
88.5  acres  completely,  for  which  he  will 
receive  a  payment-in-kind  certificate 
worth  4,228  bushels  of  corn.  On  his  re¬ 
maining  acres  we  assume  he  will  plant 
100  acres  of  corn,  yielding  6,000  bushels, 
with  a  price  support  of  about  $1.30;  27.5 
acres  of  soybeans,  yielding  825  bushels, 
with  price  supports  at  about  $2.25  per 
bushel;  and  20  acres  of  barley,  yielding 
600  bushels,  with  price  supports  at  about 
96  cents  a  bushel.  At  present  rates  of 
consumption,  this  farm  would  not  be 
producing  enough  to  meet  current  mar¬ 
ket  demands,  and  we  would  begin  to  eat 
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into  the  surplus  stocks  held  by  the  Gov¬ 
ernment  at  public  cost.  Prom  the  in¬ 
come  standpoint,  you  will  note  that  the 
total  gross  income  on  that  farm  would 
rise ‘to  about  $15,856 — an  increase  of 
$2,000  above  the  previous  year  with 
reduced  costs  of  production. 

In  addition,  may  I  point  out  in  all  of 
these  charts  that  the  payments  in  kind 
made  available  to  producers  would  in 
every  instance  assure  that  much  mini¬ 
mum  cash  income  regardless  of  weather 
or  crop  conditions.  Since  these  certifi¬ 
cates  will  be  issued  in  the  early  spring, 
this  cash  income  will  contribute  greatly 
to  the  whole  rural  economy  and  will  help 
insure  against  local  economic  disasters 
as  a  result  of  crop  failures. 

Now,  if  you  will  refer  to  the  third 
chart,  you  will  find  that  farm  produc¬ 
ing  the  same  crops  as  shown  on  the 
second  chart,  but  this  will  be  in  1963, 
when  price  supports  go  up  to  85  percent 
of  parity  and  the  total  gross  income  goes 
up  to  $17,139 — another  $1,300  with  no 
increase  in  costs  of  production. 

Then,  if  you  will  refer  to  the  final 
chart  illustrating  the  situation  in  1965 
you  will  find  that  we  have  liquidated  the 
surpluses  and  that  farm  is  back  into  full 
production  with  90  percent  of  parity 
price  supports  and  a  total  gross  income 
of  about  $20,766.  Since  the  cost  of  pro¬ 
duction  are  comparable  with  those 
shown  in  the  first  chart  for  1960  under 
the  present  program,  you  can  readily 
see  that  the  gross  income  on  this  farm 
will  have  risen  a  total  of  about  $7,000  or 
more  than  50  percent  with  no  additional 
costs  to  the  producer  or  the  taxpayers. 
With  the  surpluses  liquidated  and  supply 
in  balance  the  operator  of  this  farm  will 
contribute  to  the  total  output  approxi¬ 
mately  his  proportionate  share  of  the 
market  need  and  the  90  percent  of  parity 
price  supports  will  function  as  an  orderly 
marketing  device  at  little  or  no  cost  to 
the  taxpayers. 

Although  farmers  are  at  all  times  to 
farm  as  they  please  under  the  “green 
acres”  program,  it  should  be  noted  that 
after  the  surpluses  have  been  liquidated 
there  will  not  even  be  a  payment-in-kind 
program  for  those  commodities  which 
are  not  currently  in  surplus.  The  green 
acres  provision  will  remain  permanently 
in  effect,  except  for  national  emergen¬ 
cies,  to  help  maintain  the  overall  balance 
of  production  with  the  payments  in  kind 
operating  to  adjust  temporary  imbal¬ 
ances  between  commodities. 

COST  LITTLE  OB  NOTHING 

Majrl  also  emphasize  the  fact  that  the 
entire  program  proposed  in  our  bill  will 
cost  the  taxpayers  little  or  nothing  more 
than  the  costs  of  administration  and  the 
release  of  surplus  CCC  stocks  which  are 
worthless  for  all  practical  purposes  and 
are  actually  costing  us  about  $600  mil¬ 
lion  a  year  to  store.  I  have  not  had  time 
to  calculate  the  savings  that  would  be 
accomplished  under  the  terms  of  our  bill 
but  I  can  assure  our  colleagues  from  my 
years  of  experience  on  the  Agriculture 
Appropriations  Subcommittee  that  the 
savings  in  total  costs  would  be  enormous, 
not  to  mention  the  nationwide  benefits 
that  would  accrue  from  a  prosperous  and 
healthy  farm  economy. 


Since  the  green  acres  bill  was  intro¬ 
duced  last  week,  we  have  had  a  most 
gratifying  response  from  other  Members 
of  Congress,  spokesmen  for  farm  organi¬ 
zations,  and  the  public  as  a  whole. 
However,  some  questions  have  been 
raised  relative  to  our  contention  that  the 
program  will  cost  the  taxpayers  little  or 
nothing  other  than  the  costs  of  admin¬ 
istration  and  I  would  like  to  discuss  that 
briefly. 

In  the  first  place,  I  do  not  believe  the 
costs  of  administration  would  be  sub¬ 
stantially  increased  over  the  level  of  re¬ 
cent  years  .because  we  will,  by  the  opera¬ 
tion  of  the  proposed  program,  actually 
reduce  and  eventually  eliminate  some 
past  administrative  costs. 

For  example,  the  costs  of  care  and  cus¬ 
tody  of  commodities  in  the  bin  sites 
throughout  rural  America  will  be  rapidly 
eliminated  by  the  distribution  of  these 
stocks  as  payment-in-kind. 

As  indicated  on  page  754,  part  3,  of 
our  hearings,  the  current  annual  costs 
to  the  taxpayers  for  handling  of  surplus 
wheat,  corn,  grain  sorghum,  barley,  and 
rye  were  as  follows:  $717  million  for 
transportation,  $105  million  for  receiving 
and  loading  out,  $415  million  for  12 
months’  storage,  and  $192  million  for  in¬ 
terest  at  a  rate  of  4  percent  on  our  total 
investment  in  these  commodities.  In 
other  words,  in  addition  to  the  initial  in¬ 
vestment  of  $3*4  billion  in  these  five 
commodities,  we  are  faced  with  an  annu¬ 
al  cost  of  another  $1.4  billion  bringing 
our  total  investment  in  those  commodi¬ 
ties  to  better  than  $5  billion.  With  the 
green  acres  program  in  full  operation 
there  should  be  virtually  no  surplus  pro¬ 
duction  and,  if  this  were  the  case,  we 
could  save  the  $5  billion  otherwise  in¬ 
vested  in  the  acquisition,  storage,  and 
handling  of  these  five  commodities. 

Now,  a  word  about  the  liberal  payment- 
in-kind  proposal  in  our  bill.  We  have 
purposely  made  it  liberal  and  would  be 
willing  to  set  it  at  a  full  l’OO  percent  of 
average  normal  yield  except  for  the  fact 
that  we  want  to  reduce  the  quantity  of 
grain  on  the  market  by  that  additional 
20  percent.  We  believe  the  80-percent 
figure  will  be  a  strong  incentive  for  par¬ 
ticipation,  and  that  is  what  we  want. 

SURPLUS  DISPOSAL  PROGRAMS 

We  must  not  lose  sight  of  the  fact, 
Mr.  Chairman,  that  the  $9  billion  worth 
of  surplus  agricultural  commodities 
owned  by  the  Government  are,  for  all 
practical  purposes,  worthless.  Before 
anyone  criticizes  our  proposal  to  release 
these  stocks  to  farmers  via  the  80  percent 
of  normal  yield  payment-in-kind  route, 
let  me  remind  them  that  agricultural 
commodities  are  not  the  only  surpluses 
owned  by  our  Government. 

In  fiscal  year  1959,  the  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment  disposed  of  more  than  $6  billion 
worth  of  surplus  stocks  other  than  agri¬ 
cultural  commodities.  We  sold  $2.1  bil¬ 
lion  worth  of  surplus  for  a  cash  price  of 
$99.6  million.  In  addition,  we  sold  as 
scrap  for  $66  million  another  quantity 
of  surplus  property  which  had  an  original 
cost  of  about  $4  billion.  On  top  of  that, 
we  gave  away  by  donations  to  health, 
educational,  and  civil  defense  organiza¬ 
tions  some  $229.5  million  worth  of  sur¬ 


plus  property.  In  other  words,  in  the 
disposal  of  other  surplus  property  owmed 
by  the  Federal  Government  we  have  real¬ 
ized  less  than  3  cents  for  each  dollar 
initially  invested  and  that  is  little  short 
of  actually  giving  it  away. 

In  the  case  of  American  agriculture,  we 
propose  the  exchange  of  surplus  farm 
commodities — already  bought  and  paid 
for — in  return  for  a  reduction  in  produc¬ 
tion  in  the  interests  of  our  total  economy. 

If  the  Congress  is  genuinely  concerned 
about  the  plight  of  farm  people,  we  offer 
a  practical  and  workable  program  in  our 
green  acres  proposal. 

If  the  Congress  is  constructively  inter¬ 
ested  in  restoring  the  rural  market  for 
commodities  manufactured  and  proc¬ 
essed  throughout  the  Nation,  we  suggest 
this  means  of  raising  the  level  of  farm 
income. 

If  the  Congress  shares  our  concern  re¬ 
garding  the  rising  costs  of  acquiring, 
storing,  and  disposing  of  surplus  agricul¬ 
tural  commodities,  we  offer  a  means  of 
virtually  eliminating  that  costly  opera¬ 
tion. 

If  the  Congress  recognizes  the  desir¬ 
ability  of  maintaining  necessary  reserves 
for  the  protection  of  consumers,  for  dis¬ 
tribution  to  needy  and  deserving  people 
at  home  and  abroad,  and  for  the  sta¬ 
bility  of  our  whole  agricultural  economy, 
we  present  this  proposal  for  balanced 
production. 

If  the  Congress  shares  our  desire  to 
solve  this  costly  problem  of  surplus  pro¬ 
duction  which  depletes  our  soil  and  de¬ 
moralizes  our  economy,  then  we  ask  that 
consideration  be  given  at  this  session  to 
the  Andersen- Jensen  green  acres  pro¬ 
gram. 

The  President  in  his  message  to  Con¬ 
gress  on  May  3,  1960,  said: 

I  still  believe  that  America’s  farmers  pre¬ 
fer,  as  certainly  I  do,  the  development  of 
legislation  which  will  promote  progress  for 
them  toward  economic  equality  and  permit 
them  the  maximum  freedom. 

We  respectfully  refer  the  attention  of 
the  administ:  a„on  to  our  proposal  which 
we  believe  will  restore  our  farm  economy 
to  its  proper  level  and  will  do  so  within 
the  confines  of  the  President’s  language 
I  have  just  quoted. 

Mr.  NATCHER.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  ANDERSEN  of  Minnesota.  I 
yield  to  my  good  friend  from  Kentucky. 

Mr.  NATCHER.  The  American  farm¬ 
er  has  po  better  friend  than  H.  Carl 
Andersen  of  Minnesota.  It  has  been 
my  privilege  and  honor  to  serve  with 
this  subcommittee  for  6  years;  and  dur¬ 
ing  that  time  I  have  witnessed  the  in¬ 
terest  of  my  friend  Carl  Andersen  in  all 
matters  concerning  agriculture. 

I  want  to  commend  the  gentleman  on 
the  fine  statement  he  has  made  and  to 
inquire  as  to  whether  or  not  in  the  opin¬ 
ion  of  the  gentleman  this  is  a  sound  bill 
from  the  standpoint  of. conservation? 

Mr.  ANDERSEN  of  Minnesota.  I 
thank  my  colleague  for  his  very  kind  re¬ 
marks  ;  and  I  may  say  to  him  that  con¬ 
servationists  have  already  approached 
the  gentleman  from  Iowa  [Mr.  Jensen] 
and  myself,  and  they  have  told  us  they 
were  delighted  with  this  approach  to  the 
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farm  problem.  It  Is  very  definitely  a 
conservation  program.  That  is  my  an¬ 
swer  to  the  gentleman. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  ANDERSEN  of  Minnesota.  I 
yield  to  my  chairman. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  I  wish  to  say  to  the 
membership  that  in  all  the  years  I  have 
had  the  privilege  of  serving  with  our 
friend,  H.  Carl  Andersen,  no  one  has 
worked  more  unceasingly  for  the  inter¬ 
est  of  American  agriculture  and  the 
American  farmer. 

Carl  Andersen  knows  farm  problems 
first-hand.  He  has  had  many  years  of 
experience  here,  and  in  the  dealings 
with  agriculture  his  interests  have  been 
sincere  and  never  political.  I  wish  to 
say  to  him  that  his  bill  which  he  has 
so  ably  discussed,  in  my  opinion,  would 
be  a  very  great  improvement  over  the 
laws  we  now  have. 

I  do  not  want  to  make  this  comment 
without  including,  also,  our  Mend  on 
the  Appropriations  Committee,  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Iowa  [Mr.  Jensen],  the 
joint  author  of  this  bill.  I  have  had  the 
privilege  of  serving  with  both  these  gen¬ 
tlemen.  I  have  served  under  the  chair¬ 
manship  of  Carl  Andersen,  and  it  has 
been  said  it  did  not  make  much  differ¬ 
ence  which  of  us  happened  to  be  presid¬ 
ing  officer  of  the  subcommittee.  We  have 
worked  through  and  through,  and  by 
paying  attention  here  to  these  two  gen- 
tlement  because  they  have  sponsored 
this  bill,  I  do  not  mean  to  overlook  other 
members  of  the  Appropi'iations  Subcom¬ 
mittee  on  my  side :  Fred  Marshall,  Bill 
Natcher,  and  Fred  Santangelo  for  they 
are  sincere  members  who  are  interested 
in  the  work  of  agriculture  and  who  give 
some  thought  to  the  economy  of  the  tax¬ 
payers  as  well ;  nor  do  I  want  to  overlook 
my  Republican  colleagues  on  the  other 
side,  the  gentleman  from  Washington, 
Walt  Horan,  and  the  gentleman  from 
Illinois,  Bob  Michel.  They,  too,  have 
this  Nation’s  interest  at  heart.  I  want  to 
say  that  this  appropriation  bill  we  have 
before  us  today  reflects  the  composite 
views  of  this  group  trying  its  best  to  meet 
the  problems  as  we  see  them. 

I  congratulate  the  gentleman  from 
Minnesota  and  the  gentleman  from  Iowa 
for  having  made  this  very  straightfor¬ 
ward  statement,  in  calling  the  attention 
of  the  American  public  to  the  need  in  this 
area  and  the  fine  work  in  the  preparation 
of  their  bill. 

Mr.  ANDERSEN  of  Minnesota.  I  sin¬ 
cerely  appreciate  the  remarks  of  my 
chairman.  May  I  call  the  attention  of 
the  committee  to  the  fact  that  it  was 
due  to  the  efforts  of  Mr.  Whitten,  repre¬ 
senting  the  minority,  who  joined  me 
when  I  became  chairman  of  the  subcom¬ 
mittee  and,  we,  together  with  Mr.  Hope, 
of  Kansas,  put  into  effect  the  pilot  wa¬ 
tershed  program  without  departmental 
or  budget  approval.  This  has  now  be¬ 
come  the  small  watershed  protection 
program.  We  commenced  in  this  very 
subcommitete  the  small  watershed  pro¬ 
tection  pilot  program.  My  chairman  had 
the  original  nub  of  the  idea  and  that  is 
the  way  the  gentleman  from  Iowa  [Mr. 
Jensen]  and  I  have  developed  this  par¬ 
ticular  bill. 


We  are  seizing  on  all  the  good  ideas. 
We  have  stayed  back  on  purpose,  we  have 
waited  to  see  what  other  gentlemen  pro¬ 
duced,  and  we  are  trying  to  bring  to¬ 
gether  in  one  package  the  suggestions 
made  by  the  gentleman  from  Minnesota 
[Mr.  Marshall],  the  gentleman  from 
Iowa  [Mr.  Hoeven],  and  others.  We 
have  taken  a  number  of  good  ideas  from 
other  authors  and  built  them  around  the 
mandatory  20  percent  that  each  and 
every  farmer  in  the  Nation  must  con¬ 
tribute  as  his  share  toward  a  profitable 
agricultural  economy. 

Mr.  HORAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  ANDERSEN  of  Minnesota.  I 
yield  to  the  gentleman  from  Washing¬ 
ton. 

Mr.  HORAN.  I  want  to  point  out  to 
the  Committee  that  there  is  a  crying 
need  for  some  approach  to  a  solution  of 
our  farm  problem  that  we  have  before 
us  today.  As  our  chairman  of  the  sub¬ 
committee  pointed  out  in  his  remarks 
we  are  picking  up  the  tab  for  $481  million 
for  storage  alone  in  this  particular  bill. 
It  is  estimated  we  will  pay  out  $612 
million  next  year  for  storage  alone,  none 
of  which  helps  the  farmer  very  much, 
and  it  is  estimated  next  year’s  expenses 
in  the  storage  field  will  be  in  excess  of 
$700  million. 

I  want  to  commend  the  gentleman 
from  Minnesota  for  at  least  coming  out 
with  what  I  think  is  an  idea  that  ought 
to  be  studied  fully.  I  may  say  to  my 
other  colleagues  who  are  interested  in 
wheat  and  a  domestic  parity  that  I  am 
attracted  to  the  outline  of  a  farm  pro¬ 
gram  that  is  outlined  in  the  report. 

Mr.  ANDERSEN  of  Minnesota.  Will 
not  the  gentleman  agree  with  me  that 
we  must  approach  this  entire  problem 
of  small  grains  as  one?  We  cannot  do 
it  piecemeal.  We  have  found  that  out. 

Mr.  HORAN.  I  realize  that  there  is  a 
conflict  in  commodities  and  that  does 
get  in  the  way. 

Mr.  ANDERSEN  of  Minnesota.  That 
is  correct.  I  might  say  for  the  benefit  of 
the  wheat  producers  and  the  wheat  men 
in  this  Congress  that  every  attempt  is 
made  to  help  them.  For  example,  in  this 
bill  we  do  not  say  that  a  man  once  he  has 
a  negotiable  certificate  in  the  Com  Belt 
cannot  pull  out  wheat  stocks  if  he  wants 
it  for  feed,  but  it  will  be  on  a  relative 
price  basis,  not  bushel  per  bushel.  I 
might  also  say  that  the  15-acre  wheat 
producers  are  not  going  to  bother  about 
producing  15  acres  under  this  bill.  In¬ 
stead  they  are  going  to  retire  it  for  pay¬ 
ment  in  kind  by  taking  out  30  percent  of 
their  land,  and  they  will  pull  back  other 
commodity  stocks.  It  is  going  to  help 
every  normal  wheat  farmer  in  America 
to  eliminate  the  600,000  15-acre  fanners 
on  a  purely  voluntary  basis.  It  is  going 
to  benefit  everyone  concerned. 

The  gentleman  from  Washington  has 
pointed  out  that  this  is  one  of  the  big 
problems  facing  us  today,  and  the  gen¬ 
tleman  is  absolutely  right.  Here  it  is  the 
middle  of  May  and  not  a  worthwhile 
thing  has  been  done  for  agriculture.  We 
are  trying  by  pushing  this  to  at  least 
light  a  fire  and  get  some  action  so  that 
back  my  way  we  will  not  have  the  dis¬ 
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consolate  sort  of  economy  we  have  today 
and  despondent  farmers. 

Why,  that  miserable  bill  passed  here 
2  years  ago  happened  to  deal  with  corn. 
A  lot  of  you  gentlemen  here  voted  for  it. 
Mr.  Cannon,  Mr.  Brown  of  Missouri,  and 
I  and  the  late  Mr.  Christopher  got  up 
and  fought  it.  We  said:  “Why  reduce 
the  price  of  corn  down  to  a  disastrous 
level  and  force  the  farmer  to  go  out  and 
produce  corn  from  fence  row  to  fence 
row  to  make  a  living?’’  Now,  the  only 
friend  I  know  of  in  Government  or  else¬ 
where  for  that  particular  bill  is  Ezra 
Benson.  He  is  the  only  man  who  still 
says  it  is  good  legislation.  I  fought  then 
against  it  and  I  will  fight  against  any 
principle  utilizing  our  soil  to  produce  800 
million  bushels  of  corn  or  any  other  com¬ 
modity  that  we  do  not  need  only  to  put  it 
in  tin  cans  and  bring  about  enormous 
storage  charges  and  consequent  deterio¬ 
ration.  It  is  not  a  good  program  for  the 
wheat  and  corn  prodcers  in  the  Midwest. 
God  help  us  if  that  is  the  best  we  can 
do  here.  That  is  why  I  have  taken  this 
hour  today.  And,  this  is  the  first  time  I 
have  taken  an  hour  under  this  bill,  even 
though  I  have  been  the  ranking  member 
on  the  committee  for  a  good  many  years. 
The  time  is  getting  late.  The  hour  is 
getting  late.  Let  us  remember  that. 

Mr.  MARSHALL.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  ANDERSEN  of  Minnesota.  I  yield 
to  the  gentleman  from  Minnesota. 

Mr.  MARSHALL.  I  would  like  to  com¬ 
mend  my  colleague  and  friend  from  Min¬ 
nesota  for  the  fine  statement  that  he  has 
made  today.  I  would  like  to  also  reiter¬ 
ate  that  while  we  drew  up  the  soil  bank 
bill  and  presented  it  to  the  Congress,  as 
my  good  friend  has  stated,  it  was  never 
our  intention  that  entire  farms  be  taken 
out  of  production.  It  was  our  intention 
that  the  production  come  out  of  the  pro¬ 
ductive  areas  of  the  country  to  bring 
about  a  balanced  agriculture.  Further¬ 
more,  if  I  might  say  further,  at  the  time 
we  were  working  on  this  bill,  we  asked 
the  Department  of  Agriculture  for  com¬ 
ment  on  our  bill.  They  sent  in  a  report, 
and  it  is  interesting  to  note  at  this  time 
that  they  said  that  in  order  for  that  pro¬ 
gram  to  be  effective  it  would  cost  in  the 
neighborhood  of  $500  million  annually. 
Since  that  time  we  have  spent  over  $2 
billion  on  a  program  that  is  in  effect  now 
on  conservation  reserve,  which  I  person¬ 
ally  do  not  agree  with,  because  it  has 
taken  out  lots  of  marginal  land.  It  is 
not  reaching  the  productive  land  of  this 
country.  We  had  occasion  to  visit  some 
of  the  Midwest  areas,  and  we  know  that 
last  year  we  produced  a  4-billion-bushel 
corn  crop,  the  first  time  in  history,  in 
this  country.  And,  they  have  told  us 
that  they  were  doing  everything  that 
they  could  to  add  more  com  acres  in  this 
next  year  to  the  production.  So  I  say 
to  my  good  friend  and  colleague  and 
Members  of  the  House  that  next  year  we 
will  have  increasingly  more  difficulty  in 
corn  production,  and  2  years  from  now 
you  can  expect  the  Government  to  blow 
its  top  off  if  we  have  anywhere  near  a 
normal  crop  year.  My  good  friend  and 
colleague  has  recognized  that,  and  he 
has  put  in  a  lot  of  work  on  this  proposal, 
as  has  my  good  friend,  the  gentleman 
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from  Iowa  [Mr.  Jensen],  because  both 
of  these  gentlemen  come  from  areas  that 
see  what  is  happening  to  this  corn  and 
feed  production,  and  both  have  been 
stalwart  promoters  of  soil  conservation. 
They  both  know  by  experience  that  you 
are  placing  a  burden  on  the  soil,  rob¬ 
bing  the  soil  of  the  fertility  to  produce 
commodities  that  we  do  not  have  need 
for,  and  unless  something  unforeseen 
changes  that  trend,  it  will  wreck  the 
livestock  and  poultry  industry  in  this 
country. 

Mr.  ANDERSEN  of  Minnesota.  I 
thank  my  colleague  from  Minnesota. 
A.nd,  I  say  this,  that  he  is  absolutely 
right  in  his  reference  to  our  first  idea  of 
what  the  soil  bank  should  be.  The  gen¬ 
tleman  will  remember  that  he  and  I  were 
the  first  ones  in  the  Congress  to  use  that 
term  “soil  bank”  away  back  in  1954.  It 
has  not  operated  along  the  line  that  the 
gentleman  from  Minnesota  [Mr.  Mar¬ 
shall]  and  I  intended  that  it  should  be 
operated,  but  if  it  had,  we  today  would 
not  be  in  the  agricultural  fix  we  are  in. 
We  never  intended  that  we  should  take 
whole  farms  out  of  production  and  de¬ 
stroy  the  economy  of  the  small  communi¬ 
ties  by  two  many  of  these  farms  going 
out.  We  never  intended  that  for  a 
couple  of  years,  at  least,  the  soil  bank 
program  should  be  a  field  day  for  specu¬ 
lators. 

We  thought  we  had  a  good  idea,  but  I 
do  not  care  how  good  an  idea  is,  Mr. 
Chairman,  if  you  do  not  have  the  proper 
administration  of  any  program  you 
might  as  well  throw  it  out  of  the  window. 
We  did  not  for  the  first  2  years,  at  least, 
have  the  proper  administration  of  the 
conservation  reserve. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  want  to  say  this  fur¬ 
ther.  I  do  have  hopes  for  the  green 
acres  program  because  I  know  that  the 
present  Secretary  of  Agriculture  will 
have  nothing  to  do  with  its  operation  if  it 
becomes  law.  He  has  only  a  few  months 
left  in  office. 

Mr.  MARSHALL.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield  further? 

Mr.  ANDERSEN  of  Minnesota.  I 
yield. 

Mr.  MARSHALL.  I  was  going  to  say 
that  had  the  proposal  that  my  colleague 
and  I  made  been  put  into  effect,  we  would 
not  be  facing  the  problem  of  a  9  billion 
bushel  surplus  in  stocks  of  Commodity 
Credit,  nor  would  we  be  paying  around 
$600  million  in  storage  costs  this  year. 
And  that  $600  million  is  more  than  that 
program  was  estimated  to  cost  to  do  the 
job  when  the  gentleman  and  I  proposed 
it. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Minnesota  has  expired. 

(Mr.  ANDERSEN  of  Minnesota  asked 
and  was  given  permission  to  proceed 
for  5  additional  minutes.) 

Mr.  SMITH  of  Iowa.  Mr.  Chairman, 
will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  ANDERSEN  of  Minnesota.  I  yield 
to  the  gentleman. 

Mr.  SMITH  of  Iowa.  First  I  want  to 
commend  the  gentleman  for  coming  for¬ 
ward  with  a  bill.  There  have  been  so 
many  people  who  criticize  everything 
that  comes  up  but  they  never  come  for¬ 
ward  with  a  bill  of  their  own  or  with  any¬ 
thing  constructive.  Also  I  want  to  con¬ 


cur  in  what  was  said  by  the  gentleman 
from  Minnesota  [Mr.  Marshall]  and  in 
the  gentleman’s  own  comments  concern¬ 
ing  corn.  We  are  going  to  have  this  year 
alone  from  the  1959  carryover  600  mil¬ 
lion  bushels  of  corn.  That  is  one-third 
as  much  as  was  accumulated  in  all  the 
previous  years  put  together.  That  is  the 
first  year  under  this  program  that  the 
gentleman  has  been  talking  about. 

Mi'.  ANDERSEN  of  Minnesota.  Will 
the  gentleman  further  agree  that  in  this 
crop  year  1960  the  farmers  of  America 
are  going  to  put  85  million  acres  into 
corn,  and  20  million  acres  of  that  we  have 
no  need  for  whatsoever? 

Mr.  SMITH  of  Iowa.  Seed  corn  sales¬ 
men  just  this  weekend  told  me  that  they 
have  sold  more  than  5  percent  more 
seed  corn  this  year  than  last  year. 

Mr.  ANDERSEN  of  Minnesota.  The 
gentleman  mentions  seed  corn  salesmen. 
I  had  only  three  objectors  among  the 
400  business  people  and  farmers  with 
whom  I  discussed  this  proposal  just  3 
weeks  ago  back  in  Minnesota  and  Il¬ 
linois.  Two  of  those  gentlemen  were  big 
cattle  feeders  who  do  not  produce  enough 
corn  for  their  own  needs.  They  honest¬ 
ly  said  that  they  were  afraid  that  corn 
was  going  to  go  up  and  they  would  not 
make  quite  so  much  profit.  The  other 
gentleman  was  a  seed  corn  dealer  who 
was  afraid  that  he  would  not  be  able 
to  sell  the  amount  of  seed  corn  he  had 
for  several  years.  But  all  three  of  these 
men  did  not  stop  to  look  ahead  into  the 
future. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  want  to  close  on  this. 
Unless  we  do  something  about  this,  the 
beef  cattle  men  are  going  to  go  down 
with  the  feed  grain  people;  there  is  no 
question  about  it.  Seven  years  ago  I 
said  to  Mr.  Benson,  “Don’t  you  realize 
that  cheap  feed  will  eventually  mean 
cheap  livestock?”  He  said  that  I  was 
wrong.  But  I  think  in  the  last  year  or 
two  he  has  come  at  least  part  way  to¬ 
ward  my  line  of  thinking. 

The  beef  cattle  men  had  better  get 
back  of  some  proposal  like  this  and  not 
insist  on  75-  and  80-cent  corn  unless 
they  want  to  see  their  whole  operation 
hit  the  economic  skids. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  want  to  say  in  con¬ 
clusion  why  I  am  proud  to  have  the 
gentleman  from  Iowa  [Mr.  Jensen]  join 
me  in  the  introduction  of  this  bill. 
There  has  been  no  man  in  the  Congress 
more  interested  in  soil  conservation 
than  has  the  gentleman  from  Iowa  [Mr. 
Jensen].  All  through  this  green  acres 
bill  you  see  “conservation.”  I  am  happy 
that  I  have  a  man  of  his  caliber  standing 
along  with  me  urging  the  Congress  to 
adopt  this  proposed  legislation. 

Mr.  SMITH  of  Iowa.  Mi’.  Chairman, 
will  the  gentleman  yield  further? 

Mr.  ANDERSEN  of  Minnesota.  I 
yield  further  to  the  gentleman  from 
Iowa. 

Mr.  SMITH  of  Iowa.  I  do  want  to 
say,  however,  that  I  wish  I  could  share 
the  gentleman’s  optimism  in  the  idea 
that  there  is  no  one  but  Mr.  Benson  for 
this  corn  program.  I  have  found  quite 
a  few  among  our  colleagues. 

Mr.  ANDERSEN  of  Minnesota.  If  the 
gentleman  will  permit,  let  me  say  there 
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are  perhaps  a  few  other  misguided 
souls. 

Mr.  SMITH  of  Iowa.  Mr.  Chairman, 
I  have  a  few  questions  if  the  gentleman 
will  yield  further. 

Mr.  ANDERSEN  of  Minnesota.  I  am 
glad  to  yield. 

Mr.  SMITH  of  Iowa.  As  I  understand 
it,  the  gentleman  does  recognize  that 
lower  price  supports  do  not  actually  re¬ 
duce  production  because  he  says  you 
should  go  to  80  and  then  85  and  then 
90  percent  of  parity? 

Mr.  ANDERSEN  of  Minnesota. 
Absolutely. 

Mr.  SMITH  of  Iowa.  Also,  as  I  un¬ 
derstand  it,  you  do  not  have  any  require¬ 
ment  on  the  referendum  that  one  must 
have  been  a  producer  of  any  certain 
amount  of  a  commodity. 

Mr.  ANDERSEN  of  Minnesota.  Yes;  3 
years  out  of  5,  then  that  man  has  the 
right  to  vote. 

Mr.  SMITH  of  Iowa.  In  what  quan¬ 
tity? 

Mr.  ANDERSEN  of  Minnesota.  If  any 
man  produces  wheat,  corn,  all  these 
other  grains,  and  has  a  crop  history  of 
3  years  out  of  the  last  5,  then  he  is 
entitled  to  vote  in  that  referendum. 

Mr.  SMITH  of  Iowa.  What  if  I  pro¬ 
duce  only  1  acre? 

Mr.  ANDERSEN  of  Minnesota.  That 
is  all  right. 

Mr.  SMITH  of  Iowa.  Just  any  small 
amount? 

Mr.  ANDERSEN  of  Minnesota.  That 
is  all  right. 

Mr.  SMITH  of  Iowa.  You  can  get 
down  to  a  few  stalks. 

Mr.  ANDERSEN  of  Minnesota.  Not  if 
you  get  down  so  far  that  you  are  not  a 
farmer.  Our  bill  refers  to  producers. 

Mr.  SMITH  of  Iowa.  My  point  is  that 
there  must  be  some  kind  of  referendum. 

Mr.  ANDERSEN  of  Minnesota.  That 
is  provided  in  our  bill.  I  recognize  and 
the  gentleman  from  Iowa  [Mr.  Jensen] 
recognizes  that  certainly  the  legislative 
Committee  on  Agriculture  on  a  proposi¬ 
tion  like  this  will  have  to  work  it  over. 
There  are  many  refinements  to  be  made. 
We  do  not  hold  any  pride  of  authorship, 
but  we  are  holding  up  this  green  acres 
provision  as  perhaps  the  answer  to  the 
most  vexing  farm  question  that  has  been 
before  this  Congress  for  years.  Certainly 
I  would  not  anticipate  that  this  bill 
would  be  voted  out  without  a  number  of 
worthwhile  amendments.  I  just  hope  if 
it  does  come  in  it  will  maintain  in  it 
that  green  acres  mandatory  provision, 
because  that  in  the  first  place  balances 
production  that  year  with  demand.  It  is 
the  heart  of  our  proposal. 

Mr.  SMITH  of  Iowa.  I  understand  ac¬ 
cording  to  the  gentleman’s  charts  here 
he  is  proposing  to  reduce  corn  acreage 
by  40  percent  in  the  first  year. 

Mr.  ANDERSEN  of  Minnesota.  No; 
there  is  no  such  proposal. 

Mr.  SMITH  of  Iowa.  The  charts  are 
not  in  accordance  with  that  proposal? 

Mr.  ANDERSEN  of  Minnesota.  That 
chart  is  merely  representative  of  a  half¬ 
section  grain  farm  much  like  my  own 
farm  in  Minnesota. 

Mr.  SMITH  of  Iowa.  The  point  is, 
you  do  have  to  get  rid  of  the  corn  in  the 
bin? 
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Mr.  ANDERSEN  of  Minnesota.  After 
you  get  rid  of  the  corn  in  the  bin,  then 
the  demand  in  the  market  is  going  to 
take  care  of  all  the  farmer  can  produce. 
Remember,  the  green  acres  is  still  in 
effect. 

Mr.  SMITH  of  Iowa.  The  gentleman 
does  not  think  any  other  program  is 
necessary,  then? 

Mr.  ANDERSEN  of  Minnesota.  No. 
The  green  acres  will  do  the  job  out¬ 
side  of  a  small  Commodity  Credit  Corpo¬ 
ration  stock  that  would  take  care  of  the 
temporary  imbalances.  Sometimes  you 
might  produce  100  or  200  million  bushels 
too  much  of  corn.  The  price  of  soy¬ 
beans  would  go  up.  Next  year  people 
would  go  into  soybeans  or  barley  where 
they  could  make  more  money.  The 
market  would  do  much  to  balance  pro¬ 
duction,  and  a  small  payment-in-kind 
program  would  help  make  the  necessary 
adjustments. 

One  of  the  most  attractive  features  of 
the  green-acres  proposal  is  the  fact 
that  it  would  afford  our  farmers  vir¬ 
tually  complete  freedom  in  the  opera¬ 
tion  of  their  farms. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield  11  minutes  to 
the  gentleman  from  Iowa  [Mr.  Jensen]  . 

Mr.  HALLECK.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  JENSEN.  I  yield. 

Mr.  HALLECK.  As  one  who  raised 
some  question  about  that  poultry  inspec¬ 
tion  bill  when  it  was  before  the  House, 
and  concerned  as  I  was  that  it  would  cost 
a  lot  of  money  and  it  really  was  not 
necessary  for  the  protection  of  the  health 
of  the  people  of  the  country,  I  would  like 
to  have  the  chairman  of  the  subcommit¬ 
tee  restate  the  proposition.  Do  I  under¬ 
stand  correctly  that  inspections  that 
have  been  conducted — that  no  part  of 
those  inspections  has  shown  anything 
that  would  be  injurious  to  the  public 
health? 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  JENSEN.  I  yield. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  We  have  full  inspec¬ 
tion  of  the  poultry  that  is  handled  at 
time  of  slaughter.  But  the  law  as  it 
stands,  beginning  July  1,  provides  that 
we  would  have  to  have  an  inspector  at 
every  further  processing  plant  where 
there  is  a  piece  of  meat  in  the  package. 
And  2  out  of  300  have  asked  for  that 
inspection,  because  by  getting  that  they 
get  a  label.  They  would  like  the  Gov¬ 
ernment  to  pick  up  the  cost  of  it. 

Mr.  HALLECK.  What  is  that  cost  per 
year? 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  About  a  million  dol¬ 
lars.  We  have  learned  from  the  proc¬ 
essors  that  they  want  it  so  that  they  can 
get  a  label.  But  the  law  is  compulsory. 
It  says  we  have  to  provide  the  money. 
We  provide  it  on  this  basis  and  we  think 
that  in  view  of  the  record  this  is  ample 
to  meet  the  needs. 

Mr.  HORAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  JENSEN.  I  yield. 

Mr.  HORAN.  We  felt  that  what  we 
were  facing  was  almost  double  inspec¬ 
tion  of  products  already  inspected. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Well,  it  certainly  is, 
as  I  see  it. 


Mr.  KORAN.  I  think  the  House  ought 
to  know  that  our  total  bill  for  meat  and 
poultry  inspection  is  in  excess  of  $33  mil¬ 
lion  a  year,  and  it  is  an  item  that  we 
thought  we  ought  to  take  a  look  at. 

Mr.  JENSEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  at  the 
outset  of  my  remarks  I  wish  to  compli¬ 
ment  the  members  of  this  committee  for 
the  good  job  they  have  done  in  bringing 
this  most  difficult  bill  to  the  floor  of  the 
House  in  the  condition  in  which  we  find 
it  today.  It  is  a  big  job  to  initiate  ap¬ 
propriations  for  the  Department  of  Ag¬ 
riculture,  especially  under  present  cir¬ 
cumstances. 

I  have  served  on  the  Committee  on 
Appropriations  with  all  the  members  of 
this  committee,  and  I  hold  them  all  in 
the  highest  regard. 

I  came  to  Congress  with  my  very  able 
colleague  from  Minnesota  [Mr.  Ander¬ 
sen],  We  have  worked  very  closely  to¬ 
gether  on  all  matters  pertaining  to  farm 
problems,  and  every  other  problem  that 
affects  the  welfare  of  our  country.  Carl 
Andersen  is  a  statesman  of  the  highest 
order.  Also  the  very  able  gentleman 
from  Mississippi  [Mr.  Whitten].  I 
know  his  heartbeat.  I  know  he  is  sin¬ 
cere  in  all  of  his  duties  as  are  the  other 
members  of  the  committee.  I  hold  them 
all  in  high  esteem. 

I  am  very  pleased  especially  about  the 
appropriations  for  Soil  Conservation 
Service  and  Watersheds,  for  the  amount 
of  funds  which  the  committee  recom¬ 
mends.  America  receives  more  present 
and  long-time  benefits  from  this  service 
than  from  any  other  Federal  agency.  It 
seems  there  are  some  folks  in  the  De¬ 
partment  of  Agriculture  who  are  not 
properly  sold  on  the  great  value  of  the 
Soil  Conservation  Service,  because  Soil 
Conservation  Service  request  for  funds 
is  regularly  trimmed  down  before  it  gets 
to  the  Budget  Bureau.  Now  I  am  certain 
I  speak  for  a  great  majority  of  my  col¬ 
leagues  on  both  sides  of  the  aisle  when 
I  commend  the  committee  for  the 
amount  provided  in  this  bill  for  Soil 
Conservation  Service.  I  have  never  been 
accused  by  my  colleagues  of  wasting  the 
taxpayers’  dollars,  but  I  try  not  to  be 
pennywise  and  pound  foolish. 

Now,  Mr.  Chairman,  I  would  like  to 
use  the  balance  of  my  time  to  explain 
our  green  acres  farm  program,  which  is 
a  new  approach  to  the  solution  of  the 
vexing  farm  problem,  which  has,  as  you 
know,  been  proposed  by  Congressman  H. 
Carl  Andersen,  of  Minnesota,  and  my¬ 
self.  Mr.  Andersen  has  just  most  ably 
and  correctly  explained  our  bill  to  the 
House  in  full  detail. 

Our  plan  is  known  as  the  green  acres 
farm  program,  and  is  the  result  of  many 
months  of  study,  investigation  and  dis¬ 
cussion  with  scores  of  farmers,  farm  or¬ 
ganizations,  farm  editors,  county  exten¬ 
sion  agents,  ASC  and  SCS  officials,  and 
livestock  feeders. 

Our  bills,  which  are  identical,  were  in¬ 
troduced  on  May  1,  last.  Congressman 
Andersen’s  bill  number  is  H.R.  12000,  and 
mine  is  12001.  We  are  pleased  to  report 
that  our  bill  has  already  met  with  much 
nationwide  approval. 

In  the  time  allotted  me  I  will  point 
out  the  most  important  provisions  of 
our  bill. 


The  cornerstone  of  our  green  acres 
farm  program  is  the  requirement,  after 
approval  in  a  single  nationwide  referen¬ 
dum,  that  every  farmer  producing  corn, 
oats,  barley,  soybeans,  flax,  and  all  other 
feed  grains,  and  also  wheat,  in  order  to 
qualify  for  the  benefits  under  our  bill, 
must  have  20  percent  of  his  cropland  in 
grass,  hay,  or  pasture,  green  acres,  so  to 
speak. 

To  protect  the  livestock  industry,  every 
farmer  will  be  offered  25  percent  of  his 
normal  yield  in  payment-in-kind  out  of 
Government  surpluses  if  he  completely 
retires  his  green  acres  which  constitute 
20  percent  of  his  total  cropland,  or  he 
can  use  his  retired  acres  for  pasture 
hay,  and  so  forth,  and  receive  no  pay  on 
such  acres. 

Farmers  who  already  have  20  percent 
or  more  or  cropland  under  green  cover 
would  be  immediately  eligible  for  the 
green  acres  program. 

Congressman  Andersen  is  the  top  mi¬ 
nority  member  on  the  subcommittee 
which  appropriates  for  the  Department 
of  Agriculture  and  all  of  its  programs, 
and  I  am  next  to  the  top  minority  mem¬ 
ber  on  the  full  50-member  Appropria¬ 
tions  Committee.  Both  of  us  have  con¬ 
stantly  advocated  measures  to  conserve 
our  soil,  and  to  increase  the  farm  income. 

Early  this  year  Congressman  Ander¬ 
sen,  Congressman  Hoeven  and  I  intro¬ 
duced  a  payment-in-kind  bill  for  com 
alone.  It  won  much  nationwide  ap¬ 
proval,  and  that  acceptance  led  me  into 
this  present  collaboration  with  my 
neighboring  colleague,  Mr.  Andersen, 
himself  a  faim  operator  at  Tylor,  Minn. 

1  was  raised  on  the  farm,  and  for  24 
years  dealt  almost  exclusively  with  farm¬ 
ers  in  the  retail  lumber  business  in  Exira, 
Iowa,  my  home,  and  since  coming  to 
Congress  I  have  worked  closely  with 
farmers  and  can  understand  their 
problems. 

Congressman  Andersen  recently  spent 

2  weeks  in  the  Middle  West  meeting  with 
hundreds  of  farmers  in  all  lines  of  pro¬ 
duction,  and  with  many  other  interested 
people,  and  he  is  pleased  to  report  that 
with  hardly  a  single  exception  they  ap¬ 
proved  our  green  acres  program,  said  it 
was  economically  realistic  and  predicted 
its  success  if  made  law,  which  we  sin¬ 
cerely  hope  it  will  be  during  this  session 
of  Congress. 

The  best  agriculture  experts  we  know 
have  assured  us  the  green  acres  program 
would  in  the  first  year  bring  about  a  bal¬ 
ance  between  production  and  consump¬ 
tion  of  these  grains.  The  farmer  would 
make  his  green  acres  contribution  in  re¬ 
turn  for  the  other  liberal  benefits  pro¬ 
vided  in  our  bill,  and  which  would  stabi¬ 
lize  all  farm  prices  on  a  much  higher 
level. 

To  liquidate  the  huge  price-depressing 
surpluses  now  stored  at  huge  cost,  we 
provide  an  additional  payment-in-kind 
equal  to  80  percent  of  each  farmer’s 
average  yield  for  other  cropland  taken 
completely  out  of  production,  not  to  ex¬ 
ceed  one-half  of  the  whole  farm.  We 
can  afford  to  pay  the  farmers  liberally 
for  reducing  production  when  such  pay¬ 
ment  is  made  in  kind.  The  participant 
can  either  use  such  grain,  or  cash  in  his 
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Government  certificate  at  his  elevator  or 
bank. 

Outside  the  green  acres,  our  bill  pro¬ 
vides  that  each  fanner  could  produce 
any  and  all  of  these  grains,  and  receive 
a  price  support  of  80  percent  of  parity  the 
first  2  years,  85  percent  the  next  2,  and 
90  percent  thereafter.  Both  Andersen 
and  I  have  been  stanch  supporters  of 
90  percent  of  parity  for  basic  farm  crops. 
With  no  surplus  production,  this  price 
support  schedule  will  cost  the  taxpayer 
very  little,  as  you  can  see,  when  com¬ 
modities  on  hand  are  used  in  lieu  of  cash 
outlay.  The  county  ASC  office  has  a  his¬ 
tory  record  for  every  farm  in  their  re¬ 
spective  county,  hence  administration 
costs  will  be  about  the  same  as  at 
present. 

In  a  few  years,  after  present  surpluses 
have  been  liquidated,  American  farmers, 
except  for  their  green  acres,  could  go 
back  into  full  production  with  a  parity 
market  demand  for  everything  they 
produce.  We  must  always  maintain  an 
ever  normal  granary  as  a  necessary 
reserve  to  protect  the  public  against  an 
emergency. 

Figures  furnished  in  support  of  any 
proposed  farm  program  are  convincingly 
in  favor  of  the  green  acre  program. 

Using  a  160-acre  Iowa  farm,  for  exam¬ 
ple,  our  best  estimate  of  the  average 
gross  income  for  1960  under  the  present 
farm  program  will  be  about  $7,000.  Un¬ 
der  the  green  acres  program  in  1961,  at 
80  percent  of  parity,  we  estimate  the 
gross  farm  income  would  be  not  less  than 
$8,000,  with  a  reduced  cost  of  production 
due  to  the  decreased  crop  acreage.  In 
1963,  when  price  supports  go  up  to  85 
percent  of  parity,  the  same  160 -acre 
farm  will  again  produce  no  surpluses  and 
we  estimate  a  gross  income  of  approxi¬ 
mately  $9,500.  Finally  in  1965,  that 
same  farm  should  gross  not  less  than 
$11,000  due  to  increased  prices  for  grain 
and  livestock,  and  will  be  back  in  full 
production,  less  the  green  acres.  Sup¬ 
ports  will  be  at  90  percent  of  parity. 
Production  will  constantly  be  in  balance 
with  consumption. 

Farmers  should  have  first  priority  to 
purchase  Government  storage  bins,  as 
such  bins  become  empty. 

This  increased  income  is  bound  to 
come,  not  only  because  of  higher  grain 
prices,  but  also  because  of  the  higher 
hog,  cattle,  sheep  and  poultry  and  egg 
prices,  which  higher  grain  prices  will 
generate.  We  believe  hog  prices,  for 
example,  will  hit  a  top  of  at  least 
$24  per  hundredweight  within  a  year  af¬ 
ter  our  bill  is  made  law. 

It  will  not  be  difficult  for  every  farmer 
to  calculate  his  increased  income  under 
the  green  acres  program  by  applying  the 
above  figures  proportionately  to  his  own 
operations;  and  remember  our  bill  is 
truly  a  family  sized  farm  program. 

We  feel  certain  that  within  5  years 
after  our  bill  is  made  law,  the  green 
acres  program  will  raise  the  average 
gross  income  on  Iowa  farms  50  percent, 
and  in  other  States  proportionately,  be¬ 
cause  it  will  bring  about  a  balance  in 
production,  will  liquidate  the  present 
surpluses,  and  secure  for  the  farmer  and 
the  rural  businessman  their  fair  share 
of  our  national  income. 


Congressman  Andersen  and  I,  and 
other  proponents  of  our  bill,  have  urged 
the  Agriculture  Committees  of  Congress 
to  approve  our  bill  and  to  bring  it  to  the 
floor  of  the  House  and  Senate  for  early 
consideration,  and  we  hope  for  its  adop¬ 
tion  during  this  session  to  assure  its  full 
operation  in  1961.  Everyone  who  is  in¬ 
terested  in  the  farm  problem  should 
waste  no  time  in  letting  their  Congress¬ 
man  know  the  kind  of  a  farm  program 
they  believe  will  best  solve  this  vexing 
problem  for  them  and  for  all  America. 
We  feel  certain  that  after  a  study  of  our 
green  acres  farm  program,  it  will  be  the 
choice  of  the  great  majority. 

Mr.  ANDERSEN  of  Minnesota.  Mr. 
Chairman,  will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  JENSEN.  I  yield. 

Mr.  ANDERSEN  of  Minnesota. 
While  we  were  formulating  this  bill  I  re¬ 
call  that  often  the  gentleman  was  con¬ 
cerned  about  any  possible  deleterious  ef¬ 
fect  it  might  have  upon  beef  cattle  and 
beef  products. 

Mr.  JENSEN.  Right. 

Mr.  ANDERSEN  of  Minnesota.  The 
price  of  beef  cattle  and  so  forth.  The 
gentleman,  of  course,  knows  he  and  I 
have  agreed  in  our  consultations  on  this 
with  other  men  that  we  put  the  support 
price  on  corn  up  to  $1.30  a  bushel  in¬ 
stead  of  98  cents,  which  is  prevalent 
now  in  western  Iowa  and  Minnesota, 
would  make  any  farmer  stop  and  think 
whether  or  not  he  wanted  to  increase  his 
hog  production  because  certainly  no 
farmer  wants  to  produce  hogs  just  for 
the  fun  of  it ;  it  is  a  lot  of  work.  I  have 
produced  a  lot  on  my  own  farm.  Con¬ 
sequently  it  would  mean  farmers  are  not 
going  to  produce  so  many  hogs  with 
dollar  corn  in  sight.  Then  the  goal  will 
be  about  5  million  hogs  a  year  instead 
of  the  much  higher  number  that  will  be 
produced  in  1960. 

The  fact  that  5  million  hogs  are  not 
produced  in  turn  will  help-  the  entire 
beef  market.  That  is  the  conclusion  we 
have  come  to,  is  it  not? 

Mr.  JENSEN.  That  is  right.  Natur¬ 
ally,  I  am  greatly  interested  in  the  wel¬ 
fare  of  the  hog  and  cattleman  because 
the  district  I  have  the  honor  to  repre¬ 
sent  is  one  of  the  largest  hog  producing 
and  cattle  feeding  areas  in  the  Nation. 

Mr.  ANDERSEN  of  Minnesota.  And 
the  gentleman’s  district  is  also  a  fam¬ 
ily-sized  farm  district? 

Mr.  JENSEN.  Yes;  and  our  bill  is 
purley  a  family-sized  farm  program. 

Mr.  GROSS.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  JENSEN.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Iowa. 

Mx*.  GROSS.  What  does  the  gentle¬ 
man’s  bill  do  with  respect  to  foreign  im¬ 
ports  of  meat  products? 

Mr.  JENSEN.  I  wish  we  could  stop 
that  in  this  bill,  but  we  cannot.  That 
is  legislation  not  appropriations  as  the 
gentleman  knows  we  are  not  a  legisla¬ 
tive  committee.  I  may  say  I  share  the 
gentleman’s  concern  about  the  great 
amount  of  imports  shipped  into  this 
country  which  is  helping  to  depress 
farm  prices  no  end.  I  am  ready  to  raise 
tariffs,  and  plenty,  to  protect  not  only 
our  fanners,  but  businesses  and  labor 
too. 


The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Iowa  has  expired. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
yield  15  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from 
New  York  [Mr.  Santangelo]. 

(Mr.  SANTANGELO  asked  and  was 
given  permission  to  revise  and  extend 

Vvi  c  vpiyip  vlrc  ^ 

Mr.  SANTANGELO.  Mr.  Chairman, 
at  the  outset  I  wish  to  pay  tribute  to 
the  chairman  of  the  subcommittee,  the 
gentleman  from  Mississippi  [Mr.  Whit¬ 
ten],  for  his  tremendous  work  on  this 
subcommittee  and  for  the  solicitude  he 
has  shown  to  the  members  of  the  com¬ 
mittee,  and  especially  to  me,  not  only 
iii  the  asking  of  questions  in  order  to 
educate  a  city  member  of  the  commit¬ 
tee,  but  also  to  develop  a  program  which 
will  be  beneficial  both  to  the  farmers 
and  to  the  consumer. 

I  also  want  to  commend  the  ranking 
minority  member,  the  gentleman  from 
Minnesota  [Mr.  Andersen],  and  Mr. 
Marshall,  who  have  taken  a  city  boy  in 
tow  in  the  rural  electrification  program, 
in  the  rice  paddies  of  Asia,  and  in  the 
pens  among  the  hogs  and  the  pigs  and 
the  cattle  in  Nebraska  and  Illinois. 
Likewise,  I  extend  my  thanks  and  ap¬ 
preciation  to  the  gentleman  from  Ken¬ 
tucky  [Mr.  Natcher]  for  his  continual 
assistance,  and  help  and  for  the  infor¬ 
mation  which  is  basic  to  farm  problems 
and  which  a  city  representative  would 
not  normally  understand. 

I  come  to  you  to  talk  about  a  farm 
appropriation  bill  and  ask  you  to  sup¬ 
port  it.  I  support  this  bill  because  I 
believe  that  it  is  in  the  interest  of  the 
farmer  as  well  as  in  the  interest  of  the 
consumer  throughout  the  United  States. 

As  a  representative  from  the  city  of 
New  York,  I  would  like  to  speak  to  city 
representatives  who  I  know  feel  errone¬ 
ously  that  there  has  been  a  giveaway 
to  the  farmers  and  that  the  farmers  are 
getting  rich  in  the  collection  of  storage 
charges  of  surplus  grains.  Insofar  as 
payments  for  storage  are  concerned,  let 
me  state  to  you  gentlemen  from  my  ob¬ 
servation  and  study  of  conditions  in  Il¬ 
linois  and  in  Iowa  and  in  reading  the 
various  committee  reports,  that  it  is  not 
the  farmer  who  is  collecting  the  high 
storage  payments.  Those  who  are  profit¬ 
ing  from  the  high  and  excessive  storage 
rates  which  are  a  disgrace  to  this  ad¬ 
ministration  and  to  the  United  States 
belong  to  an  industry  whose  profits  have 
been  so  abnormally  high  that  a  new 
gang  of  “quick-buck”  artists  have  en¬ 
tered  into  the  industry.  Because  of  our 
Government’s  guarantee  of  storage  busi¬ 
ness  and  administrative  policies  which 
direct  that  grains  be  stored  in  commer¬ 
cial  bins  instead  of  in  Government  bins 
regardless  of  the  availability  of  Govern¬ 
ment  bins  storage  costs  have  zoomed  to 
$600  million  a  year.  This  Government 
policy  must  be  ended. 

Perhaps  in  the  past  there  have  been 
some  farm  programs  which  have  been 
wasteful  and  did  not  accomplish  the 
desired  result.  When  we  eliminated  the 
acreage  reserve  program,  we  eliminated, 
in  my  opinion,  a  very  expensive  and 
wasteful  program.  There  are  still  some 
wasteful  farm  programs,  but  as  I  see 
it,  they  are  at  a  minimum.  The  com- 


9170 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD  —  HOUSE 


May  10 


mittee  made  some  recommendations 
along  these  lines. 

This  appropriation  bill  reduces  the 
request  of  the  President’s  budget  totaling 
$4,135,263,190  by  $170,481,690  and  recom¬ 
mends  the  sum  of  $3,964,781,500.  The 
committee  has  decided  not  to  restore  the 
capital  impairment  of  the  Commodity 
Credit  Corporation  to  the  extent  of  $98,- 
500,000.  The  committee  has  demanded 
an  investigation  of  the  storage  rates,  ob¬ 
tained  such  an  investigation,  and  after 
the  report  was  submitted  to  the  commit¬ 
tee  and  discussion  had  with  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Agriculture,  the  Secretary  of  Ag¬ 
riculture  announced  that  despite  the  op¬ 
position  of  the  warehouse  industry,  that 
it  is  reducing  storage  rates  by  19  percent, 
which  will  thereby  reduce  the  total  cost 
of  storage  rates  by  $98,500,000. 

I  would  like  to  point  out  to  the  city 
representatives  that  this  bill  is  approxi¬ 
mately  $4  billion.  The  farmer  receives 
direct  price  support,  which  is  measured 
by  the  amount  we  restore  the  capital  of 
the  Comomdity  Credit  Corporation.  The 
total  amount  of  capital  impairment 
ment  which  we  have  restored  in  this  ap¬ 
propriation  bill  amounts  to  $1,226,500,- 
000,  which  is  the  direct  support  which 
the  farmers  receive  in  one  form  or  an¬ 
other.  The  remaining  sum  contained  in 
this  appropriation  bill  is  spent  for  bene¬ 
fits  which  are  mixed.  Benefits  which  not 
only  the  farmer,  but  also  the  city  worker 
and  friendly  foreigners  receive. 

The  mixed  benefits  can  be  classified  in 
four  categories.  One  is  the  improvement 
and  protection  of  the  public  health,  such 
as  the  inspection  of  meat  and  poultry, 
where  we  have  appropriated  $21,562,000 
for  meat  inspection  and  $500,000  more 
than  last  year  for  poultry  inspection. 
We  have,  furthermore,  the  school  lunch 
program  with  its  direct  appropriation  of 
$110  million  in  cash  and  $45  milllion  by 
transfer  of  funds  from  section  32,  in  ad¬ 
dition  to  transfer  of  surplus  foods.  We 
also  have,  as  you  know,  the  special  milk 
program,  costing  $75  milllion,  which  goes 
to  many  people  on  public  assistance,  and 
we  have  donations  of  food  supply  to 
needy  folk. 

A  second  category  is  the  improvement 
of  international  relations  and  in  defense, 
such  as  donations  to  needy  people 
abroad,  emergency  famine  relief,  sales 
for  foreign  currency  and  bartered  ma¬ 
terials  for  stockpiles,  such  as  wheat  to 
Brazil  in  exchange  for  thorium  and  rare 
earths.  While  we  must  restore  the  capi¬ 
tal  impairment  of  the  Commodity  Credit 
Corporation  for  these  items,  and  these 
items  are  listed  in  the  report  as  reim¬ 
bursement  for  special  activities  totaling 
$1,443,634,000,  we  recognize  that  these 
expenditures  serve  the  farmer  indirectly 
and  serve  our  international  policy  what¬ 
ever  that  might  be. 

A  third  category  of  mixed  benefits  to 
our  farmer  and  other  economic  segments 
of  our  population  is  the  improvement 
of  marketing  systems,  such  as  marketing 
inspections  and  freight  rate  service, 
which  in  this  bill  amounts  to  $43,143,000. 

A  fourth  is  the  improvement  in  con¬ 
servation  of  our  Nation’s  natural  re¬ 
sources,  our  land,  in  the  prevention  of 
floods,  in  agricultural  conservation,  and 
in  technical  assistance  in  conserving 


land  under  the  soil  conservation  pro¬ 
gram.  These  programs,  you  will  note 
in  the  committee  report,  cost  $143,- 
132,000.  . 

Members  of  the  House,  these  are  mixed 
benefits.  They  benefit  not  only  the 
farmer,  whose  total  gross  income  last 
year  has  one  again  fallen,  but  also 
benefits  our  city  people,  our  schoolchil¬ 
dren,  our  welfare  recipients,  and,  yes, 
even  some  of  our  senior  citizens.  They 
also  benefit  the  friendly  foreigners  whose 
support  we  seek,  by  our  mutual  security 
program,  and  by  these  programs.  We, 
from  the  cities,  must  not  therefore  con¬ 
clude  that  this  farm  appropriation  bill 
is  a  one-way  street.  Our  interests,  eco¬ 
nomic  and  national,  are  intertwined, 
and  inasmuch  as  I  deplore  the  attitude 
of  the  city  Representatives  that  price 
supports  are  giveaways  to  the  farmer, 
I  deplore  the  attitude  of  the  farm  Rep¬ 
resentatives  and  rural  Representatives 
that  funds  for  housing  and  depressed 
areas  are  socialistic  and  giveaways.  We, 
in  the  cities  and  in  the  farm  belt,  have 
a  common  concern  in  preserving  our 
national  resources  whether  it  be  in  the 
form  of  preservation  of  farms  or  in  the 
protection  of  our  water  supplies.  We 
have  a  common  interest  in  aiding  our 
people  in  the  depressed  areas  of  the 
country  and  our  people  who  reside  in 
the  big  cities. 

We  know  from  experience  that  if  the 
farmer  suffers  and  cannot  sell  his  crops 
or  commodities,  he  loses  the  purchasing 
power  which  is  so  necessary  for  him  to 
buy  the  equipment  to  work  his  farm  and 
to  buy  the  machinery  which  the  manu¬ 
facturers  of  New  Jersey,  Connecticut, 
and  Pennsylvania  produce.  We  know 
that  if  the  farmers  go  broke,  they  can¬ 
not  buy  the  refrigerators,  the  televisions, 
the  electrical  appliances  and  the  cloth¬ 
ing  which  are  produced  in  the  factories 
of  New  York  and  the  mills  of  New  Eng¬ 
land,  and  now  in  some  of  the  garment 
factories  in  the  Southern  States  along 
the  Atlantic  seaboard.  If  they  do  not 
have  the  funds  to  purchase  these  arti¬ 
cles,  we,  in  the  cities,  cannot  sell  our 
garments,  we  cannot  sell  our  appliances, 
we  cannot  sell  our  machinery,  so  we 
must  suffer,  too. 

I  have  made  during  the  hearings  an 
inquiry  as  to  the  extent  of  the  connec¬ 
tion  between  the  city  residents  and  the 
farmers.  I  have  been  astounded  to  see 
how  many  appliances  the  4,200,000 
household  membership  of  the  REA  has 
purchased.  I  direct  your  attention  to 
volume  4  of  the  hearings  of  this  year, 
pages  95-110.  These  will  disclose  the 
extent  of  the  connection.  This  pro¬ 
gram  of  electrification  by  the  REA  of 
our  farms  has  generated  $14  billion 
worth  of  private  business,  with  the  man¬ 
ufacturing  companies  in  the  industrial 
areas  of  our  country’s  selling  and  the 
farmer’s  buying.  Without  such  pro¬ 
gram,  I  wonder  how  many  more  de¬ 
pressed  areas  we  would  have  like  the 
district  of  Congressman  Bailey,  of  West 
Virginia,  or  Congressman  Flood,  of 
Pennsylvania,  or  Congressman  Kilbttrn, 
of  New  York.  I  am  certain  that  there 
would  be  many. 

I  have  looked  about  to  find  out  the 
reason  for  the  high  prices  to  the  con¬ 


sumer  to  determine  whether  the  direct 
subsidies  to  the  farmer  is  causing  the 
housewife  and  the  consumer  to  pay  a 
higher  price  for  the  food  commodities. 
From  my  inquiry  I  say  that  the  fault 
lies  not  in  the  amount  of  price  sup¬ 
ports  or  money  that  the  farmers  are 
getting,  but  in  the  distribution  of  our 
surpluses,  in  the  costs  which  are  saddled 
on  the  price  which  the  farmer  gets.  Re¬ 
liable  information  indicates  that  the 
farmer  receives  only  38  cents  of  the 
consumer  $1.  Where  does  the  rest  of 
the  money  go?  It  goes  in  the  cost  of 
distribution,  it  goes  in  the  'cost  of  trans¬ 
portation,  it  goes  in  the  cost  of  storage. 
I  take  issue  with  the  statement  of  the 
spokesman  of  this  administration  that 
we,  in  the  cities,  are  buying  more  with 
our  dollar  and  that  we  have  no  reason 
to  complain.  Our  dollar  does  not  pur¬ 
chase  more,  when  you  compare  what 
1  hour  of  factory  labor  can  purchase 
today  with  what  1  hour  of  factory  labor 
could  buy  years  ago.  I  want  you  to  re¬ 
call  that  the  comparison  does  not  take 
into  consideration  the  taxes  that  we 
have  to  pay  and  does  not  take  into  con¬ 
sideration  the  fact  that  many  people 
are  nonfactory  workers.  We  have  our 
service  trades,  our  nonfactory  workers, 
and  our  senior  citizens  living  on  pen¬ 
sions  who  are  suffering  with  the  high 
level  of  consumer  prices. 

Despite  price  supports  on  wheat,  com, 
and  other  basic  commodities,  the  small 
farmer  must  rely  in  a  large  measure  on 
a  nonfarm  income  to  obtain  the  neces¬ 
sities  of  life.  Farm  income  is  low,  on 
a  real  basis  or  on  a  comparable  basis. 
Net  farm  income  in  the  last  7  years  has 
dropped  from  $14.4  billion  to  $11  billion. 
The  consequences  of  low  farm  income 
manifest  themselves  in  the  flight  from 
the  farms,  in  the  decline  of  small  family 
farms,  and  in  the  drop  of  farm  employ¬ 
ment  to  the  extent  of  1,374,000.  The  un¬ 
employed  farmers  swell  not  only  the  un¬ 
employment  rolls  in  the  rural  areas,  but 
the  relief  rolls  in  the  cities.  We  must, 
therefore,  continue  our  aid  to  the  farm¬ 
ers  of  the  country. 

I  would  like  to  discuss  a  program 
which  the  parents  of  the  city  have  con¬ 
tact  with  and  can  see  tangible  results. 
I  refer  to  the  school  lunch  program, 
which  is  of  vital  importance  to  the 
school  children  in  the  cities  and  also  to 
the  schoolchildren  in  the  rural  areas. 
This  bill  provides  for  an  appropriation  of 
$110  million  cash  payments  and  $45  mil¬ 
lion  obtained  from  a  transfer  of  section 
32  funds,  which  as  many  of  you  know 
are  the  funds  which  are  derived  from 
receipts  from  taxes  on  imports.  This 
composite  figure  of  $155  million  repre¬ 
sents  an  increase  of  $1,342,752  over  last 
year’s  appropriation  and  is  designed  to 
take  care  of  the  500,000  additional  chil¬ 
dren  who  have  enjoyed  and  are  partici¬ 
pating  in  the  program  since  last  yeai*.  I 
believe  that  this  program  has  accom¬ 
plished  its  objectives  of  extending  the 
market  for  agricultural  food  commod¬ 
ities  and  to  improve  the  health  and  well¬ 
being  of  the  Nation’s  schoolchildren  by 
providing  a  well  balanced  school  lunch. 

In  the  past  25  years  there  has  been  a 
tremendous  expansion  in  school  food 
services.  In  the  immediate  years  ahead. 
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there  Is  likely  to  be  further  substantial 
expansion.  By  1965  it  is  expected  that 
7!/2  million  more  children  will  be  attend¬ 
ing  elementary  and  secondary  schools, 
pushing  total  enrollment  to  the  almost 
unbelievable  total  of  almost  47  million. 
As  new  schools  are  built  and  as  old  ones 
are  modernized,  more  and  more  school 
facilities  will  be  available  to  meet  the 
growing  demand  for  lunches  at  school. 
I  am  pleased  to  note  that  the  District  of 
Columbia  has  expanded  the  program 
substantially  over  last  year. 

I  am  no  farmer,  I  have  no  farmers  in 
my  district  nor  do  I  have  any  farms  in 
my  district  except  rock  gardens  and 
small  backyard  plots.  I  do  not  even 
represent  those  -crabgrass  weekend 
farmers  of  suburbia,  but  I  do  know  and 
I  am  firmly  convinced  that  in  America 
there  is  an  economic  unity  between  the 
man  who  toils  on  the  farm  and  the 
worker  who  labors  in  industry. 

While  I  have  been  asking  you  to  sup¬ 
port  this  bill,  I  want  you  to  know  that 
in  the  administration  of  the  farm  pro¬ 
gram  and  in  its  allied  fields,  everything 
is  not  going  well.  The  storage  problem 
in  the  United  States  is  a  national  dis¬ 
grace  and  this  administration  must  as¬ 
sume  the  blame.  I  have  been  in  the  corn 
fields  of  Illinois,  I  have  studied  the 
storage  problem  in  the  great  State  of 
Iowa  where  more  than  one-third  of  the 
corn  is  stored,  I  have  inquired  into  the 
storage  of  wheat,  and  I  state  unequivo¬ 
cally  that  this  administration  has  been 
wasteful  and  shamefully  prodigal.  We 
have  Government  bins  which  are  65 
percent  utilized.  We  can  build  bins 
which  would  not  be  costly.  The  cost  to 
the  Government  for  the  storage  of  a 
bushel  of  grain  per  year  averages  about 
6V2  cents  per  bushel.  Corn  has  been 
stored  since  1952.  This  administration 
has  adopted  a  policy  of  storing  grains 
in  commercial  warehouses  at  a  cost  of 
16  y2  cents  per  bushel  per  year  when 
the  cost  to  the  warehousemen  is  10 
cents  per  bushel  per  year  and  less.  As 
a  result  o  fthe  high  profits  and  prac¬ 
tices  of  the  Department  of  Agriculture 
of  this  administration,  men  have-  built 
warehouses  with  guaranteed  storage  and 
have  recouped  their  investments  within 
a  period  of  IV2  years  and  thereafter 
everything  is  profit.  These  are  men 
who  have  never  been  in  the  warehouse 
business  who  render  no  service  except 
dead  storage.  The  administration  has 
announced  after  prodding  by  the  com¬ 
mittee  and  after  an  investigation  that  it 
will  reduce,  commencing  July  1,  1961, 
storage  rates  by  19  percent  or  3  cents 
per  bushel.  In  1959  the  cost  is  $481 
million  in  storage  rates.  In  fiscal  year 
1960  it  is  estimated  that  it  is  going  to 
cost  us  $612  million.  In  1961,  if  the 
rates  are  not  reduced,  it  will  cost  our 
Government,  through  the  CCC,  $700 
million. 

Another  major  criticism  is  the  disin¬ 
clination  or  the  reluctance  of  the  ad¬ 
ministration  to  use  the  moth  ball  fleet 
which  we  have  in  the  Astoria  River  in 
the  State  of  Washington,  in  the  Hudson 
River  in  the  State  of  New  York,  and  in 
the  James  River  in  the  State  of  Virginia. 
We  have  over  106  ships  which  can  store 
34  million  tons  of  wheat  at  practically 


no  cost,  and  yet  the  administration  con¬ 
tinues  its  ill-advised  policy  of  main¬ 
taining  storage  in  commercial  ware¬ 
houses.  Such  a  policy  must  and  should 
be  discontinued. 

I  am  very  pleased  that  the  committee 
agreed  with  me  on  the  need  for  appro¬ 
priating  funds  for  a  soil  research  center 
to  be  located  in  Cornell  University  at 
Ithaca,  N.Y.  A  Senate  report  had  pre¬ 
viously  recommended  that  a  soil  research 
center  should  be  set  up  either  in  Penn¬ 
sylvania  or  New  York.  The  Department 
of  Agriculture  notwithstanding  the 
Senate  recommendation  and  the  ad¬ 
mitted  need  was  disinclined  to  set  up 
such  facilities.  The  committee  after 
listening  to  testimony  from  both  Re¬ 
publican  and  Democratic  representatives 
from  the  State  of  New  York  allocated 
$325,000  for  this  research  center.  We 
know  that  great  benefits  to  the  State 
of  New  York,  the  eastern  area  of  the 
United  States  and  to  soil  conservation 
will  result  from  this  appropriation.  I 
am  delighted  to  have  played  a  role  in 
seeing  that  a  needed  and  beneficial  pro¬ 
gram  was  provided  for  in  this  appro¬ 
priation  bill. 

I  trust  that  this  appropriation  bill 
will  be  approved. 

Mr.  YATES.  Mr.  Chairman,  if  the 
gentleman  will  yield  for  a  question; 
where  did  the  gentleman  get  the  figures 
on  the  difference  in  prices  between  the 
amount  paid  for  Government  storage 
and  the  amount  paid  for  private  storage? 

Mr.  SANTANGELO.  There  are  figures 
in  the  record  which  indicate  the  cost  to 
the  Government.  In  addition  to  that, 
I  have  had  conversations  with  the  direc¬ 
tors  of  the  Commodity  Credit  Corpora¬ 
tion  as  to  the  storage  charges  in  Gov¬ 
ernment-owned  bins.  They  said  it  cost 
6  y2  cents  per  bushel  per  year.  They  also 
said  that  the  warehouse  industry  indi¬ 
cated  in  certain  circumstances  the  price 
goes  up  to  about  10  cents  per  bushel  per 
year  and  then  goes  down  to  about  6V2 
cents.  Normally  the  greater  the  storage 
the  lower  the  unit  cost.  However,  in  the 
case  of  some  of  these  big  grain  ware¬ 
houses,  on  750,000  bushels  or  better,  the 
price  goes  back  to  10  cents  per  bushel 
per  year.  It  does  not  make  sense,  but 
these  other  figures  which  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Agriculture  has  obtained  are  the 
figures  which  -the  warehouse  industry 
has  submitted  in  their  negotiations  and 
are  substantially  the  figures  which  show 
that  after  the  reduction  they  still  have 
a  spread  of  3  V2  cents  over  the  maximum 
cost  which  they  say  they  are  spending 
in  the  storing  of  this  grain. 

Mr.  AVERY.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  SANTANGELO.  I  yield  to  the 
gentleman  from  Kansas. 

Mr.  AVERY.  This  is  a  very  important 
matter  as  far  as  my  State  of  Kansas  is 
concerned.  I  know  the  gentleman  wants 
to  be  absolutely  fair  about  this  when  he 
points  out  that  the  differential  in  ware¬ 
housing  cost  is  the  difference  between  16 
cents  and  6  cents,  but  he  should  also 
state  that  even  though  that  6  cents  cost 
could  be  proven,  or  even  11  cents,  which 
is  the  figure  the  Department  of  Agri¬ 
culture  furnished  to  me — he  should  rec¬ 
ognize  the  Government  warehouse  is  not 
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charged  up  with  the  guarantee  of  the 
condition  of  the  grain,  as  a  private  ware¬ 
houseman  has  been.  Government  stor¬ 
age  is  not  charged  up  with  the  quantity 
measurement  that  takes  into  account 
shrinkage,  which  the  private  warehouse¬ 
man  has  to  guarantee  to  the  Commodity 
Credit  Corporation,  nor  taxes  paid. 
There  may  have  been  unjustified  earn¬ 
ings.  I  am  not  taking  the  position  that 
16  cents  is  right,  but  to  be  absolutely 
fair  the  gentleman  should  admit  these 
other  costs  of  private  industry  do  not 
occur  to  the  Commodity  Credit  Corpora¬ 
tion. 

Mr.  SANTANGELO.  Under  the  uni¬ 
form  storage  agreement  under  section 
10,  there  is  a  provision  where  if  there  is 
spoilage  or  a  danger  of  deterioration 
they  can  ask  permission  to  sell  it  and 
dispose  of  it  so  as  not  to  incur  a  loss. 

Mr.  MARSHALL.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  SANTANGELO.  I  yield  to  the 
gentleman  from  Minnesota. 

Mr.  MARSHALL.  They  told  us  that 
the  spoilage  of  grain  and  corn  in  these 
bins  is  less  than  a  fraction  of  1  percent. 
So  the  amount  of  spoilage  that  has  taken 
place  in  these  bins  is  an  infinitesimal 
amount. 

Mr.  SANTANGELO.  I  agree  with  the 
gentleman. 

Mr.  SMITH  of  Iowa.  Mr.  Chairman, 
will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  SANTANGELO.  I  yield. 

Mr.  SMITH  of  Iowa.  So  that  the 
Record  may  be  straight,  does  the  gentle¬ 
man  agree  with  the  figure  given  by  the 
Department  of  Agriculture,  that  it  costs 
5.1  cents  per  bushel  for  storage  and  you 
get  less  than  two-thirds  of  a  cent  for 
shrinkage,  so  that  the  cost  is  over  6 
cents,  with  this  item  included.  That 
does  not  include  taxes,  of  course,  be¬ 
cause  the  Federal  Government  does  not 
pay  taxes.  But  is  that  correct. 

Mr.  SANTANGELO.  I  agree  with  the 
gentleman. 

At  this  point  I  would  like  to  commend 
the  gentleman  from  Iowa  for  the  fine 
work  that  he  did  and  the  information  he 
elicited  during  the  hearings  in  Iowa, 
where  he  showed  the  trade  practice  that 
the  Government  was  directing  them  to 
put  into  private  warehouse.  They  could 
just  as  well  have  put  it  in  the  Govern¬ 
ment  bid  and  paid  the  private  ware¬ 
house  the  money  for  storage  and  thereby 
saved  the  matter  of  moving  the  grain. 

We  have  the  school  lunch  appropria¬ 
tion,  $110  million  in  cash  and  $45  mil¬ 
lion  by  transfer  of  funds  to  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Agriculture. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  SANTANGELO.  I  yield  to  my 
chairman. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  I  want  to  say  to  the 
membership  of  this  House  that  it  is  in 
the  American  tradition  for  us  to  have 
on  our  Subcommittee  on  Agricultural 
Appropriations  a  member  such  as  the 
gentleman  from  New  York,  and  I  mean 
downtown  New  York.  He  is  a  splendid 
lawyer  and  a  tireless  worker,  who  is  in¬ 
terested  in  the  subject.  He  works  un¬ 
tiringly  not  only  in  the  committee  but 
out  in  the  field.  He  has  more  energy 
than  most  of  our  members.  He  has 
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contributed  greatly  to  the  considerations 
of  this  subcommittee  and  he  has  per¬ 
formed  great  services  not  only  on  the 
subcommittee  but  also  by  his  under¬ 
standing  of  the  problems  of  the  indus¬ 
trial  and  city  areas.  He  has  brought 
essential  balance  to  this  subcommittee, 
which  I  think  is  a  tribute  to  the  arrange¬ 
ment  which  put  him  on  this  subcommit¬ 
tee.  The  gentleman  from  New  York 
[Mr.  Santangelo]  has  done  a  great  serv¬ 
ice  on  this  committee,  a  great  service; 
and  I  am  glad  to  say  so. 

Mr.  SANTANGELO.  I  thank  the  gen¬ 
tleman. 

Mr.  YATES.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  SANTANGELO.  I  yield  to  the 
gentleman  from  Illinois. 

Mr.  YATES.  Will  the  gentleman 
comment  on  the  question  whether  or  not 
grain  stored  in  any  of  the  ships  in  the 
mothball  fleet  would  deteriorate,  being 
in  ships  that  are  in  the  water? 

Mr.  SANTANGELO.  The  informa¬ 
tion  which  I  have  is  that  they  will  not 
deteriorate.  Corn  cannot  be  stored  in 
the  mothball  fleet,  but  we  can  without 
any  difficulty  store  the  wheat.  The  proof 
of  the  pudding  is  in  the  storage.  They 
have  about  30  ships  which  are  full,  but 
they  have  86  which  are  empty,  and  they 
will  not  use  them.  I  say  we  should  use 
those  ships.  They  will  not  spoil  if  the 
grain  is  put  in  the  mothball  fleet. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  New  York  has  expired. 

Mr.  HORAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
5  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Michi¬ 
gan  [Mr.  Ford]. 

(Mr.  FORD  asked  and  was  given  per¬ 
mission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  FORD.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  would 
like  to  raise  at  this  point  some  of  the 
questions  that  I  raised  in  the  full  com¬ 
mittee  in  reference  to  the  report  and, 
more  specifically,  the  various  charts  at 
the  conclusion  of  the  report  that  are  a 
summary  of  the  appropriations  and  au¬ 
thorizations  made  for  the  current  fiscal 
year,  the  budget  estimate  for  fiscal  1961, 
the  amount  recommended  in  the  bill  for 
1961,  and  then  a  comparison  of  the  bill 
before  us  with  the  1960  amounts  and 
the  1961  estimates. 

As  the  chairman  of  the  subcommittee 
knows,  in  the  full  committee  I  raised  a 
question  or  two  about  how  the  commit¬ 
tee  report  handled  the  contingency 
funds  in  the  compilations  at  the  conclu¬ 
sion  of  the  written  part  of  the  report. 
As  the  gentleman  from  Mississippi 
knows,  perhaps  better  than  anybody  in 
the  House,  it  has  been  a  practice  for 
some  time,  I  believe,  that  we  have  con¬ 
tingencies  in  this  bill  that  are  handled  a 
little  differently  than  contingencies  in 
other  appropriation  acts.  It  is  my 
understanding  in  this  report  on  the  bill 
that  we  have  $100  million  in  contingen¬ 
cies  for  the  REA  loan  authorization,  $50 
million  for  the  electrification  part  and 
$50  million  for  the  telephone  part.  In 
addition  there  is  a  $40  million  contin¬ 
gency  in  the  loan  authorization  portion 
of  the  Farmers  Home  Administration. 

Now,  as  I  look  at  the  charts  in  the 
committee  report  I  do  not  see  those  con¬ 
tingency  funds,  which  total  $140  million. 


as  being  included  in  the  tabulation. 
They  are  footnoted  at  the  bottom  of  the 
various  pages  in  the  report. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  FORD.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Mississippi. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  The  gentleman  is 
correct.  That  is  the  way  the  report  is 
written.  I  would  like  to  indicate,  with 
the  gentleman’s  permission,  the  reason¬ 
ing  of  the  committee.  We  have  carried 
this  for  a  number  of  years.  For  in¬ 
stance,  for  fiscal  year  1960  we  had  $180 
million  loan  authorization  for  the 
Farmers  Home  Administration  and  $20 
million  in  the  contingency  fund.  Last 
year  they  sent  us  a  budget  recommenda¬ 
tion  for  $140  million.  We  had  to  in¬ 
crease  it  because  of  the  demand  for 
loans. 

Here  again  the  gentleman  refers  to 
our  conversation  in  the  whole  committee. 
Now,  here  is  our  reasoning,  and  if  the 
gentleman  reads  the  report,  he  will  un¬ 
derstand  it,  and  I  think  anybody  else  who 
reads  the  report  will  understand  it,  so 
I  do  not  think  there  is  problem  for  any¬ 
body  to  find  out  what  the  situation  is. 
In  our  report  we  spell  it  out  and  in  our 
tabulations  we  spell  it  out.  Here  is  the 
reason  we  do  it.  If  we  put  the  amount 
plus  the  contingency  in  one  bill,  it  would 
leave  us  where  we  were  exceeding  the 
budget.  If  we  put  it  as  we  have,  the 
budget  has  to  increase  itself,  in  which 
case  we  and  the  budget  are  still  together. 

Now,  it  is  a  matter  of  opinion.  I  ap¬ 
preciate  the  gentleman’s  statement,  but 
I  say  flatly  and  unequivocally  that  we 
do  make  it  possible  for  them  to  increase 
the  loan  authority  in  line  with  what  the 
gentleman  said,  but  they  can  do  it  only 
if  the  Budget  Bureau  approves  it.  And, 
again,  if  the  Budget  Bureau  approves  it, 
they  have  increased  the  budget.  So, 
that  is  our  reason. 

Mr.  FORD.  May  I  just  point  out  what 
appears  to  me  to  be  certain  inconsisten¬ 
cies  in  the  report: 

First.  In  the  1960  column,  under  REA, 
the  $136  million  figure  does  not  include 
the  $25  million  contingency  amount  for 
electrification,  apparently,  because  it  was 
not  released  by  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Michigan  [Mr.  Ford] 
has  expired. 

Mr.  HORAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
the  gentleman  5  additional  minutes. 

Mr.  FORD.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  thank 
the  gentleman  from  Washington. 

Second.  On  the  other  hand,  the  1960 
REA  figure  of  $104  million  for  telephone 
does  include  the  $25  million  contingency 
provided  as  indicated  by  footnote  10,  ap¬ 
parently  because  it  was  used. 

Third.  In  the  1960  column  under 
Farmers  Home  Administration  the  con¬ 
tingency  amount  of  $20  million  is  in¬ 
cluded  in  the  table  and  totals  as  indi¬ 
cated  by  footnote  7,  apparently  because 
it  was  used. 

Fourth.  But  in  the  1961  committee  bill 
column  which  should  represent  the 
amounts  recommended,  none  of  the  fig¬ 
ures  included  the  contingencies  totaling 
$140  million  as  disclosed  by  footnotes  8 
and  9. 


In  consequence  both  the  totals  for 
the  2  years  and  the  comparisons  tend 
to  be  inconsistent  in  that  they  do  not 
factually  disclose  the  full  amounts  pro¬ 
vided  or  recommended  either  in  the 
tabulation  or  the  footnotes. 

Five.  As  a  matter  of  fact,  the  argu¬ 
ment  that  1960  funds  were  not  used  can¬ 
not  be  wholly  accurate  as  a  statement 
until  after  June  30,  because  we  are  still 
in  fiscal  year  1960. 

Another  point  that  I  think  ought  to 
be  discussed  is  this.  I  understand  that 
in  eight  instances  throughout  the  bill 
items  are  reappropriated  out  of  fiscal 
1960  for  utilization  in  fiscal  1961.  For 
example,  on  page  6  the  language  is  as 
follows: 

And  any  unexpended  balances  of  funds 
transferred  under  this  head  in  the  next 
preceding  fiscal  year  shall  be  merged  with 
such  transferred  amounts. 

Is  there  any  idea  from  the  hearings 
how  much  is  involved  in  that  instance 
or  in  any  of  the  other  eight  instances? 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  May  I  say  to  the 
gentleman  that  that  is  an  emergency 
fund  which  is  carried  to  meet  emer¬ 
gency  outbreaks  of  animal  diseases  and 
it  has  saved  us  many  times.  We  can¬ 
not  tell  in  advance  how  much  demand 
there  may  be  on  it.  We  tried  to  restore 
the  fund  so  that  they  can  have  it. 

The  gentleman  will  remember  the 
emergency  outbreak  among  hogs  sev¬ 
eral  years  ago.  We  have  had  a  num¬ 
ber  of  such  instances.  Also  we  had  the 
foot-and-mouth  disease  emergency. 
There  is  no  way  actually  to  know,  so 
we  cannot  give  exact  figures.  Agri¬ 
culture,  goodness  knows,  is  charged  with 
so  much.  If  we  charged  them  with 
something  last  year  that  they  did  not 
use,  I  think  it  is  sound  to  bring  it  for¬ 
ward  instead  of  counting  it  against  both 
years.  Be  that  as  it  may,  as  bad  as  this 
bill  is  to  handle,  if  we  have  handled  it 
satisfactory  except  for  the  points  the 
gentleman  has  raised,  I  think  we  have 
done  a  wonderful  job. 

Mr.  FORD.  I  know  it  is  a  tough  job 
and  the  gentleman  works  hard  at  his 
responsibility  as  chairman  of  the  sub¬ 
committee.  But  I  think  that  in  these 
instances  where  you  are  reappropriating 
1-year  funds  for  the  next  fiscal  year  we 
ought  to  have  some  information  as  to 
what  the  amount  may  be.  All  of  the 
departments,  to  my  knowledge,  do  make 
a  forecast  of  what  their  unexpended, 
unobligated  balances  will  be  at  the  end 
of  the  fiscal  year.  Is  there  anything  in 
the  hearings  which  would  give  us  at  least 
their  estimates  of  what  these  totals 
might  be? 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  The  hearings  will 
disclose  that.  Except  for  this  emer¬ 
gency  matter,  we  could  supply  the  fig¬ 
ures  as  to  what  the  carry-over  would  be. 
In  the  soil  bank,  for  instance,  we  brought 
forward  $30  million.  Last  year  when 
this  bill  was  up  everybody  was  upset 
because  of  how  much  money  was  in  there 
for  the  soil  bank.  Agriculture  took  all 
of  that  wave  of  publicity  about  it.  Then 
it  developed  that  they  did  not  spend  it. 
If  that  money  had  lapsed,  if  it  had  not 
been  brought  forward  again  we  would 
have  been  charged  with  that  this  year. 
So,  putting  the  two  together,  it  would 
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have  left  Agriculture  in  just  that  much 
worse  shape  in  the  public  eye.  So  we 
thought  it  well  to  bring  it  forward,  show¬ 
ing  that  last  year  we  did  not  go  all  the 
way  with  it  and  we  will  use  it  next  year. 


We  have  explained  it  in  every  instance. 

Mr.  FORD.  I  think  it  is  true  that 
when  you  reappropriate  like  this  and 
you  do  not  know  exactly  the  amounts,  it 
tends  to  some  fiscal  irresponsibility  in 


the  Department,  particularly  when  they 
are  1-year  funds. 

The  following  chart  or  table  is  included 
to  explain  in  detail  several  of  the  points 
which  I  have  discussed : 


Department  of  Agriculture  appropriation  bill,  1961 — Revised  comparative  statement  of  appropriations  for  1960  and  estimates  and  amounts 

recommended  in  bill  for  1961 


Appropriations, 

1960 

Budget 

estimate, 

1961 

Recommended 
in  bill 
for  1961 

Bill  cotnpa 

1960 

appropriations 

red  with — 

1961 

estimates 

Appropriations  (p.  51  committee  report) _ 

Loan  authorizations  (p.  52,  committee  report) _ _ _ _ _ 

Subtotal,  appropriations  and  authorizations,  per  report  table _ _ 

Add: 

EEA  loan  authorization“contingencieS” _ _ _ 

FHA  loan  authorization  “contingency” _ 

$4, 665, 643, 551 
466,000,060 

$4,135,263,190 

367,000,000 

$3, 964, 781, 5C0 
417, 000, 0C0 

-$700, 862,051 
-49, 000,000 

>-$170, 481,690 
+50,000,060 

6, 131, 643, 551 

2  25,000,000 
8(20, 000, 0C0) 

4, 602, 263, 190 

4, 381, 781, 600 

100,000,000 

40,000,000 

-749, 862, 051 

!+75, 000, 000 
*+40, 0C0, 0C0 

1-120,481,690 

+100,000,000 

+40,000,000 

5, 156, 643, 551 

4,502,263,190 

4, 521, 781, 500 

-634, 862,051 

+19, 518,310 

1  Some  of  this  committee  reduction  in  new  appropriations  requested  for  1961  is 
offset  by  reanpropriation  for  1961  of  prior  year  balances  that  otherwise  would 
revert  to  the  Treasury. 

2  Contingency  amounts  of  $50,000,000  authorized  for  I960  (Public  Law  86-80); 
$25,000,000  for  1  program  only  reflected  on  p.  52  of  committee  report;  contingency 


amounts  of  $100,000,OOQ  recommended  for  1961  not  reflected  on  p.  52;  true  comparison 
of  1961  bill  with  1960  act,  +$50,000,000. 

3  Contingency  amount  of  $20,000,000  authorized  for  1960  reflected  on  p.  52  of  com¬ 
mittee  report;  contingency  amount  of  $40,000,000  recommended  for  1961  not  reflected 
on  p.  62;  true  comparison  of  1961  bill  with  1900  act,  +$20,000,000. 


Mr.  WHITTEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
yield  such  time  as  he  may  desire  to  the 
gentleman  from  Missouri  [Mr.  Carna¬ 
han]. 

Mr.  CARNAHAN.  Mr.  Chairman, 
there  are  several  items  in  this  agricul¬ 
tural  appropriations  bill  for  1961  about 
which  I  should  like  to  speak  very 
briefly. 

The  first  of  these  is  the  agricultural 
conservation  program — a  program  which 
I  believe  to  be  the  very  backbone  of  this 
Nation’s  soil  and  water  conservation 
effort. 

I  strongly  oppose  any  efforts  to  effect 
a  reduction  in  the  ACP  for  1961. 

I  oppose  any  such  effort  because  I 
firmly  believe  that  it  would  be  a  step 
backwards — a  backward  step  this  Nation 
cannot  afford. 

Soil  is  this  Nation’s  greatest  natural 
resource.  It  is  from  the  soil  that  we  de¬ 
rive  our  essential  food,  fiber,  and  raw 
products.  This  soil  is  a  part  of  our 
legacy.  We  inherited  it  from  our  fore¬ 
bears  and  we  have  a  sacred  obligation 
to  pass  it  along  to  those  who  come  after 
us.  It  must  be  preserved. 

Unlike  most  natural  resources,  our 
agricultural  resources  can  be  used  and 
then  at  the  same  time  restored  and  im¬ 
proved.  It  takes  more  skillful  manage¬ 
ment  to  conserve  our  soil  than  for  exam¬ 
ple  it  does  oil,  coal,  or  iron.  Fortu¬ 
nately,  though  the  process  of  conserving 
soil  is  a  highly  complex  one,  we  do  know 
how  to  do  it,  and  have  been  doing  a 
tremendous  job  in  this  field. 

Congress  has  since  1936  recognized  its 
responsibility  in  this  area  for  it  has 
wisely  provided  funds  each  year  for  the 
ACP.  The  original  legislation  for  this 
program  provided  $500  million;  however, 
the  funds  authorized  have  varied  from 
time  to  time  and  in  recent  years  have 
been  stabilized  at  $250  million  a  year. 

In  my  opinion,  this  voluntary  cost¬ 
sharing  type  of  conservation  program  is 
the  very  incentive  needed  to  encourage 
farmers  to  carry  out  the  necessary  con¬ 
servation  practices  on  their  lands.  Be 
cause  of  the  present  price  squeeze  the 
farmer  is  not  able  to  perform  these 
measures  if  it  were  not  for  the  ACP. 


Not  only  is  it  in  the  interest  of  our 
farm  families-  now  living  on  the  farms 
but  for  the  conservation  of  the  soil  for 
future  generations,  that  I  feel  no  cuts 
must  be  made  in  appropriations  for  this 
program.  The  ACP  has  and  should 
continue  to  play  an  important  and  es¬ 
sential  role  in  preserving  this  natural 
heritage  for  us. 

While  records  for  the  1959  program 
are  not  yet  available,  it  appears  that 
ACP  will  total  about  the  same  nationally 
as  in  1958.  The  following  are  some  ac¬ 
complishments  under  the  1958  ACP 
which  I  feel  point  out  significantly  that 
the  ACP  is  obtaining  the  maximum 
amount  of  conservation  on  the  Nation’s 
farms  per  tax  dollar  invested: 

ACP  assisted  in  applying  soil  and 
water  conservation  practices  on  1,083,706 
farms  and  ranches.  The  average  amount 
of  assistance  per  farm  was  $200. 

ACP  assisted  in  establishing  nearly 
2i/2  million  acres  of  conservation  cover. 
In  addition  to  protecting  the  land,  this 
conservation  cover  keeps  land  out  of  in¬ 
tensive  crop  production  for  at  least  5  to 
7  years  and,  in  some  cases,  permanently. 

Assisted  in  seeding  almost  1*4  million 
acres  of  additional  rotation  grass  or 
legume  seedings  for  soil  protection. 
This  keeps  the  land  from  producing  sur¬ 
plus  crops  for  at  least  2  or  3  years. 

Assisted  in  planting  a  third  of  a  mil¬ 
lion  acres  of  trees  for  forestry  purposes 
which  permanently  retired  these  acres 
from  field  crops  and  pasture. 

And  ACP  assisted  in  improving  1,800,- 
000  acres  of  grass  and  legume  cover  on 
farmland  to  extend  its  lifespan  for  con¬ 
servation  purposes.  Much  of  this  land, 
otherwise,  would  likely  have  been  shifted 
sooner  to  more  intensive  use. 

The  effect  of  these  shifts  in  land  use 
is  cumulative.  The  practices  established 
will  stay  on  and  protect  the  land  for 
periods  ranging  from  the  length  of  a 
rotation  to  permanently. 

Of  course,  grass  and  tree  cover  are 
only  part  of  the  conservation  invest¬ 
ments  farmers  made  with  the  ACP  in 
1958.  Some  of  the  other  measures  es¬ 
tablished  with  ACP  cost-sharing  in¬ 
cluded  over  63,000  water  storage  reser¬ 


voirs  and  nearly  5,000  miles  of  water 
diversions  and  spreaders;  54,000  acres  of 
permanent  sod  waterways  and  nearly 
856,000  acres  terraced;  almost  a  half 
million  acres  of  stripcropping  and  nearly 
1%  million  acres  of  drainage  for  con¬ 
servation  farming  and  IV2  million  acres 
of  cropland  tilled  for  temporary  pro¬ 
tection  against  wind  and  water  erosion. 

The  need  for  the  ACP  in  Missouri  has 
been  demonstrated  repeatedly  in  past 
years  by  the  response  from  farmers  de¬ 
siring  to  participate  in  the  program. 
Under  the  1958  ACP  in  my  State,  more 
than  43,000  farmers  received  cost-shar¬ 
ing  assistance  through  the  114  Missouri 
County  ASC  offices  amounting  to  a  total 
of  more  than  $10  million  which  means 
they  contributed  at  least  that  much 
more  out  of  their  own  pockets  to  carry 
out  these  conservation  measures. 

Improved  grass  and  legume  cover  was 
established  on  120,458  acres. 

ACP  assisted  in  installing  terraces  to 
control  erosion  and  runoff  on  more  than 
30,000  acres  and  over  500  miles  of  diver¬ 
sion  ditches  and  dikes  to  divert  runoff 
were  constructed.  In  conjunction  with 
this,  709  mechanical  outlets  were  in¬ 
stalled  as  protection  against  erosion  on 
these  structures. 

Drainage  practices,  such  as  open  and 
closed  tile  drains  and  shaping  and  grad¬ 
ing,  were  performed,  on  more  than  157,- 
000  acres  to  dispose  of  excess  water. 

To  improve  grassland  management, 
3,528  livestock  reservoirs  were  built. 

ACP  assisted  farmers  in  establishing 
137,146  acres  of  vegetative  cover  for 
winter  protection  from  erosion  and  en¬ 
couraged  them  to  seed  over  21,000  acres 
of  cover  to  protect  cropland  throughout 
the  crop  year. 

During  that  year,  farmers  were  as¬ 
sisted  with  the  application  of  liming  ma¬ 
terial  on  408,305  acres  to  insure  an  ade¬ 
quate  vegetative  cover  for  conservation 
purposes. 

We  in  Missouri  are  proud  of  the  steps 
farmers  are  taking  to  help  conserve  the 
natural  resources  of  our  Nation.  How¬ 
ever,  much  credit  must  be  given  to  the 
ACP  which  encourages  them  to  perform 
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the  needed  conservation  measures  on 
their  farms. 

Another  aspect  of  this  appropriations 
bill  which  is  of  particular  interest  to  me, 
Mr.  Chairman,  is  the  grants-in-aid  to 
the  State  experimental  stations.  This 
is  badly  needed  for  forestry  research, 
soil  and  water  conservation  research,  and 
research  in  other  fields  of  agricultural 
industry. 

Most  of  the  appropriation  for  this  ac¬ 
tivity  does,  however,  go  to  the  field  of 
forestry  and  related  fields. 

The  State  Legislature  in  Missouri  last 
May  made  an  appropriation  of  $80,000 
for  the  biennium  for  the  forest  survey. 
This  work,  of  course,  is  being  carried  on 
in  cooperation  with  the  U.S.  Forest  Serv¬ 
ice.  Recently  the  Director  of  the  Agri¬ 
cultural  Experiment  Station  approved  a 
new  full-time  research  position  on  the 
staff  of  the  school  of  forestry,  even 
though  the  increase  in  funds  of  agricul¬ 
tural  research  was  relatively  modest  for 
this  biennium.  This  position  will  be 
filled  by  a  man  who  will  devote  full-time 
research  in  wood  technology  and  prod¬ 
ucts  which  is  felt  will  be  a  tremendous 
help  to  the  wood-using  industries  of  Mis¬ 
souri.  The  annual  cost  of  this  position 
will  be  around  $15,000  and  it  is  men¬ 
tioned  to  indicate  the  support  which  the 
State  has  been  giving  to  the  research 
program  in  the  school  of  forestry.  There 
is  a  need  for  strengthening  of  forest  re¬ 
search  in  the  forestry  schools  in  order 
that  these  schools  may  be  in  a  strong 
position  to  turn  out  better  trained  sci¬ 
entists  for  the  future  and  in  order  that 
the  State  experiment  stations  may  carry 
their  proper  share  of  the  research  activi¬ 
ties  in  forestry. 

I  urge  support  of  this  program  by  the 
Federal  Government. 

Another  aspect  of  this  agriculture  ap¬ 
propriations  bill  which  is  of  concern  to 
me  also,  Mr.  Chairman,  relates  to  the 
program  of  plant  quarantine.  It  has 
come  to  my  attention  that  our  present 
quarantine  forces  are  so  thinly  spread 
out  that  we  do  not  have  adequate  pro¬ 
tection  from  foreign  plant  and  animal 
pests.  I  feel  that  this  program  is  of 
vital  importance  in  safeguarding  agri¬ 
culture  in  this  Nation.  If  this  program 
is  to  be  effective,  it  must  form  a  tight 
line  of  defense  at  all  ports  of  entry.  Be¬ 
cause  of  the  increase  in  the  number  of 
ports,  in  part  brought  about  by  the  open¬ 
ing  of  the  St.  Lawrence  Seaway,  and 
the  increase  in  traffic  at  these  ports,  ade¬ 
quate  funds  are  needed  to  expand  this 
much  needed  protective  facility  of  the 
Department  of  Agriculture. 

In  addition  to  appropriation  for  REA 
and  RTA  other  aspects  of  this  legislation 
of  interest  to  the  people  of  my  district 
are  the  request  for  funds  to  eradicate 
brucellosis,  and  funds  for  the  school 
lunch  program.  Having  been  a  public 
school  administrator  for  several  years  I 
know  firsthand  the  values  of  the  school 
lunch  program. 

(Mr.  CARNAHAN  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
yield  such  time  as  he  may  desire  to 
the  gentleman  from  Kentucky  [Mr, 
Naxcher], 


Mr.  NATCHER.  Mr.  Chairman,  the 
Subcommittee  on  Agriculture  of  the  Ap¬ 
propriations  Committee  once  again 
brings  to  the  floor  of  the  House,  for  your 
approval,  the  annual  appropriation  bill 
for  the  Department  of  Agriculture. 

It  has  been  a  pleasure  serving  with 
our  chairman,  the  distinguished  gentle¬ 
man  from  Mississippi  [Mr.  Whitten], 
and  the  other  members  of  this  subcom¬ 
mittee.  We  were  ably  assisted  by  our 
executive  secretary,  Mr.  Ross  P.  Pope. 

For  fiscal  year  1961  we  recommend 
$1,294,647,500  for  regular  activities,  $1,- 
226,500,000  for  restoration  of  capital  im¬ 
pairment,  $1,443,634,000  for  reimburse¬ 
ment  for  special  activities,  $417  million 
for  loan  authorizations  under  the  con¬ 
trol  and  direction  of  the  Rural  Electri¬ 
fication  Administration  and  the  Farm¬ 
ers  Home  Administration,  and  $369,670,- 
000  for  permanent  authorizations. 

For  the  Agriculture  Research  Service, 
we  recommend  appropriations  totaling 
$141,507,000;  $67,934,000  of  this  amount 
is  for  research;  $52,011,000  is  for  plant 
and  animal  disease  and  pest  control; 
$21,562,000  is  for  meat  inspection. 

TOBACCO  RESEARCH 

The  need  for  additional  research  in 
tobacco  was  clearly  established  during 
the  hearings.  Less  research  has  been 
done  on  the  mechanization  of  tobacco 
production  than  for  other  major  crops 
and  work  methods  used  in  tobacco  pro¬ 
duction  are  still  almost  entirely  manual. 
At  the  present  time  between  400  and  500 
hours  of  human  labor  are  required  to 
produce  and  harvest  an  acre  of  tobacco. 
Total  farm  labor  requirements  for  the 
1,154,000-acre  crop  represents  equivalent 
full  employment  for  some  1,920,000 
people  for  300  8-hour  days  per  year. 
Tobacco  is  grown  on  a  total  of  approxi¬ 
mately  1,154,000  acres  in  22  States  and 
is  a  major  source  of  income  in  8  of  these 
States.  Total  production  of  tobacco  in 
1959  was  about  1,800  million  pounds 
which  brought  over  $1  billion  cash  in¬ 
come  to  producers.  About  750,000  farm 
families  are  engaged  in  the  production 
of  tobacco.  The  number  of  hours  re¬ 
quired  to  produce  an  acre  of  tobacco  has 
changed  very  little  over  the  past  50  years. 
Labor  requirements  for  other  major 
crops,  on  the  other  hand,  have  been 
strikingly  reduced.  Tobacco  taxes  total 
a  little  over  $2*4  billion  annually  to  the 
support  of  Federal,  State,  and  local  gov¬ 
ernments;  $1.7  billion  goes  into  the  Fed¬ 
eral  Treasury  and  this  does  not  include 
indirect  taxes.  Prior  to  the  establish¬ 
ment  of  the  income  tax  in  1913,  for 
many  years  the  second  largest  return  to 
the  Internal  Revenue  Bureau  came  from 
the  impost  of  manufactured  tobacco  and 
related  taxes. 

From  time  to  time,  we  have  been  in¬ 
formed  that  we  are  pricing  ourselves  out 
of  the  foreign  markets.  Accepting  this 
view  during  the  present  session  of  the 
86th  Congress,  we  passed  H.R.  9664. 
Under  this  legislation  the  parity  price 
for  tobacco  was  tied  to  the  1959  level. 
The  purpose  of  this  bill  is  to  prevent 
the  operation  of  the  present  parity 
formula  from  pushing  the  support  price 
on  tobacco  beyond  limits  which  the  to¬ 
bacco  industry  believes  to  be  reasonable 
at  present  general  price  levels.  Under 


the  terms  of  this  bill,  the  tobacco  sup¬ 
port  level  for  1969  will  be  the  same  as  in 
1959  and  in  subsequent  years  the  sup¬ 
port  price  will  be  adjusted  from  the  1959 
level  in  direct  proportion  to  the  change 
in  the  parity  index,  using  the  previous 
3  years  moving  average  as  a  base. 

Tobacco  is  one  of  the  most  important 
cash  crops  in  America.  In  terms  of  cash 
receipts  from  the  sale  of  crops  in  the 
United  States,  tobacco  in  1958  was  ex¬ 
ceeded  in  value  by  only  four  crops: 

1.  Wheat _ $2,  253,  000,  000 

2.  Cotton _  1,  928,  000,  000 

3.  Corn -  1,412,000,000 

4.  Soy  beans _  1, 117,  000,  000 

5.  Tobacco _  1,  007,  000,  000 

6.  Sorghum  grain _  569, 000,  000 

7.  Potatoes _  373,  000,  000 

Only  recently  the  Common  Market 
countries  entered  into  an  agreement 
which  places  a  30  percent  ad  valorem 
tax  on  our  tobacco.  This  tax  does  not 
apply  to  the  tobacco  produced  in  the 
six  Common  Market  countries,  and  cer¬ 
tainly  is  not  only  restrictive  but  is  an 
unreasonable  tax  which  has  for  its  pur¬ 
pose,  complete  exclusion  of  our  tobacco 
for  the  next  10  years.  In  addition,  we 
know  that  60  countries  in  the  world 
have,  during  the  past  few  years,  in¬ 
creased  their  import  duties  on  tobacco. 
Our  own  subcommittee,  in  its  travels  in 
the  Pacific  and  Far  East  from  October  23 
to  December  10,  1959,  discovered  some  of 
the  problems  confronting  tobacco  today. 
In  the  report  of  the  Agriculture  Sub¬ 
committee’s  trip  we  have  the  following 
statement: 

We  also  visited  the  La  Suerta  Tobacco  Co. 
In  Manila  to  observe  manufacturing  pro¬ 
cesses  and  discuss  use  of  American  tobacco. 
While  American  tobacco  is  generally  pre¬ 
ferred,  tobacco  manufacturrs  are  unable  to 
get  all  they  want  because  of  a  government 
program  now  in  effect  favoring  local  pro¬ 
duction  of  tobacco. 

The  tobacco  industry  is  undergoing 
scientific  and  technological  changes  that 
have  so  significantly  affected  agriculture 
as  a  whole  that  it  is  now  necessary  to 
step  up  our  research  program  for  this 
commodity. 

Certain  increases  for  research  were 
approved  from  1953  through  1959.  For 
livestock  and  products,  we  approved  in¬ 
creases  totaling  $7,894,000.  For  cereal 
and  forage,  increases  totaling  $3,733,000 
were  approved  and  for  cotton  and  other 
fabrics,  we  approved  increases  totaling 
$2,150,000.  Increases  for  research  during 
this  period  of  time  for  wool  and  mohair 
totaled  $715,000  and  for  major  crops, 
$295,000.  Increases  for  tobacco  re¬ 
search  from  1953  through  1960  totaled 
only  $293,000.  Increases  totaling  $1,- 
015,000  were  approved  for  oil  seeds  and 
$100,000  was  approved  for  naval  stores. 
Nine  hundred  and  thirty-eight  thousand 
dollars  in  increases  for  new  crops  was 
approved  and  $900,000  was  approved  for 
crop  and  livestock  protection.  From 
1953  to  1960  we  approved  increases  for 
fruits,  nuts,  and  vegetables  totaling 
$2,045,000.  Research  increases  for  all 
other  crops  during  this  period  of  time 
totaled  $478,000  and  $6,102,000  was  ap¬ 
proved  for  forestry. 

While  the  hearings  were  underway,  the 
State  of  Kentucky,  through  its  legisla- 
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ture,  appropriated  $1  million  for  use  in 
construction  of  an  agricultural  tobacco 
research  center  and  in  addition,  appro¬ 
priated  $50,000  to  be  used  in  tobacco  re¬ 
search.  Ordinarily,  in  setting  up  a  re¬ 
search  program  or  expanding  programs, 
it  becomes  necessary  to  have  a  research 
laboratory  building.  With  few  excep¬ 
tions,  the  Federal  Government  must  bear 
the  cost  of  the  building  as  well  as  the 
equipment  and  other  facilities  neces¬ 
sarily  required  for  research  and  for  a 
research  center.  Since  I  have  been  a 
member  of  the  subcommittee,  some  9  or 
10  laboratories  have  been  constructed 
out  of  Federal  funds,  and,  at  no  time 
has  any  State  constructed  a  research 
center  for  use  by  the  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment.  The  laboratories  constructed, 
have  cost  the  Federal  Government  from 
$500,000  to  several  million  dollars  each. 

Tobacco  pays  its  own  way  and  cer¬ 
tainly  adequate  funds  should  be  appro¬ 
priated  for  research  at  this  time.  Our 
committee  recommends  an  increase  of 
$250,000  for  tobacco  research.  This 
amount  will  be  used  in  conjunction  with 
the  $1  million  for  the  research  center 
and  the  additional  sum  of  $50,000  for  to¬ 
bacco  research  mentioned  above  and  will 
be  used  for  planning,  locating,  con¬ 
structing,  and  equipping  of  appropriate 
greenhouses  with  humidity  and  tempera¬ 
ture  control,  and  for  appropriately 
equipping  the  special  laboratories  for 
tobacco  research  in  the  new  center. 
Power,  light,  steam,  and  water  lines  and 
compressed  air  facilities  must  be  installed 
for  the  greenhouses  and  for  outlying  field 
facilities.  Machinery  and  shop  equip¬ 
ment  will  also  be  supplied  for  the  mecha¬ 
nization  studies.  A  headhouse  will  be 
constructed  in  connection  with  the 
greenhouses  for  use  in  storing  soil  and 
materials  in  greenhouse  work. 

RURAL  DEVELOPMENT 

In  1955,  we  decided  to  appropriate  a 
small  amount  for  rural  development. 
This  program  attempts  to  find  the  means 
whereby  rural  families  of  low-income 
status  can  be  assisted  to  raise  their  in¬ 
come  and  to  enable  them  to  enjoy  a  level 
of  living  commensurate  with  our  Ameri¬ 
can  standards.  We  know  that  our  farmer 
has  the  right  to  demand  a  standard  of 
living  in  keeping  with  the  contributions 
he  makes  to  the  national  economy.  The 
amount  expended  in  the  rural  develop¬ 
ment  program  has  produced  great  bene¬ 
fits  to  our  people.  This  is  not  a  handout 
program.  It  is  conceived  as  an  educa¬ 
tional  and  technical  assistance  program 
where  agencies  and  organizations  band 
together  in  a  group  to  serve  people  of  a 
community,  county,  or  area.  The  three 
pilot  counties  in  Kentucky  are  Butler, 
Metcalfe,  and  Elliott. 

BRUCELLOSIS 

During  the  past  few  months,  I  have 
received  a  great  many  letters  from  farm¬ 
ers  throughout  this  country  requesting 
that  our  brucellosis  eradication  program 
be  stepped  up  instead  of  slowed  down. 
The  Department  recommended  $15  mil¬ 
lion  for  the  brucellosis  program,  and  we 
have  increased  this  amount  to  $19 
million. 

TRADE  BARRIERS 

Along  with  our  many  problems  con¬ 
cerning  agriculture  in  this  country,  we 


are  faced  with  the  problem  of  removing 
foreign  trade  restrictions  against  our  ag¬ 
ricultural  commodities.  It  makes  no  dif¬ 
ference  how  much  time  we  spend  on 
merchandising ;  we  are  simply  helpless  if 
the  trade  policies  of  our  friends  abroad 
permit  our  products  only  limited  access 
to  their  markets.  It  is  imperative  that 
we  continue  our  negotiations  with  other 
countries  seeking  to  obtain  lower  tariffs 
on  our  commodities.  Today  we  face 
stronger  competition  abroad  than  at  any 
time  during  the  history  of  this  country. 

RURAL  ELECTRIFICATION  ADMINISTRATION 

In  our  REA  program,  we  now  have 
about  4,590,000  consumers  on  REA  fi¬ 
nanced  lines.  We  have  some  1,426,000 
miles  of  lines  throughout  47  of  the  States 
at  the  present  time.  About.  95  yz  percent 
of  the  farms;  ranches,  and  rural  estab¬ 
lishments  of  this  country  have  the  ad¬ 
vantage  of  central  station  electric  power 
and  about  one-half  of  these  installations 
are  served  by  borrowers  from  REA.  In 
considering  our  REA  program  in  the  fu¬ 
ture,  we  must  keep  in  mind  that  this 
system  serves  a  national  territory.  The 
average  number  of  consumers  per  mile  is 
only  about  three  and  one-tenth  and  a 
large  number  of  cooperatives  average 
less  than  two  consumers  to  a  mile.  Due 
to  the  fact  that  the  cooperatives  are  op¬ 
erating  in  such  thin  territories,  the 
amount  of  equity  REA  borrowers  have 
accumulated  is  exceedingly  low.  Ac¬ 
cording  to  recent  reports,  50  percent  of 
the  rural  electric  systems  have  less  than 
20  percent  equity  in  their  facilities.  The 
budget  authorizations  for  our  REA  Ad¬ 
ministration  total  $110  million  for  elec¬ 
trification,  and  $80  million  for  rural 
telephone  service.  To  each  amount,  we 
have  added  a  contingency  of  $50  million. 

RESEARCH 

Our  agricultural  research  program  is 
one  of  the  most  important  programs  that 
we  have  today.  This  program  must  be 
geared  to  the  problems  now  confronting 
American  agriculture  and  be  able  to  meet 
the  problems  in  the  future.  A  construc¬ 
tive  research  program  should  reduce 
waste  and  losses  and  improve  efficiency 
of  production.  An  adequate  research 
program  must  also  improve  processing, 
marketing,  and  consumption.  It  should 
be  able  to  develop  new  and  improved 
crops  and  products  and  expand  our  mar¬ 
kets  for  sale  of  our  commodities.  An 
adequate  research  program  provides  im¬ 
proved  nutrition  and  better  living  for 
rural  and  urban  people.  We  must  ex¬ 
pand  our  agricultural  research  program 
in  order  to  meet  the  objectives  which  I 
have  just  enumerated.  It  is  a  recognized 
fact  that  the  research  facilities  of  the 
Department  of  Agriculture  and  of  the 
State  agricultural  experiment  stations 
are  overcrowded  and  the  majority  need 
modernization  at  the  present  time.  We 
must  have  modern,  up-to-date  facilities 
in  order  to  meet  the  agricultural  re¬ 
search  needs  confronting  us  today.  In 
addition  to  buildings  required  for  re¬ 
search  laboratories,  we  must  also  have 
the  necessary  personnel,  properly 
trained  and  skilled  in  the  sciences  to 
carry  on  our  research  program.  Today, 
we  must  compete  with  private  industry 
to  obtain  the  necessary  scientists  to  carry 
out  our  research  program.  Certainly 


second-rate  scientists  should  not  be  a 
part  of  our  research  program  and,  there¬ 
fore,  we  must  be  prepared  to  compete 
with  private  industry  for  skilled  person¬ 
nel  in  this  program.  It  is  true  that  our 
agricultural  research  funds  have  in¬ 
creased  over  the  years,  but  the  results 
justify  the  amounts  expended. 

SOIL  CONSERVATION  SERVICE  AND  CORPS  OF  ENGI¬ 
NEERS’  CIVIL  WORKS  PROGRAM 

Twenty-five  years  ago  we  started  our 
national  soil  and  water  conservation  pro¬ 
gram.  This  program  has  had  a  tre¬ 
mendous  impact  upon  American  agri¬ 
culture,  and  in  my  opinion  it  will  be 
just  as  important  in  the  year  1970  as 
it  is  at  the  present  time.  We  have 
enough  good  land  left  in  this  country  to 
keep  us  prosperous  and  well  fed  if  we 
conserve  and  improve  it.  Today,  we 
have  more  than  2,900  organized  soil 
conservation  districts.  Soil  conserva¬ 
tion  districts,  which  began  25  years  ago 
as  merely  an  experiment  in  local  self- 
government,  have  demonstrated  their 
value  and  now  include  95  percent  of  the 
Nation’s  farms  and  ranches.  Our  peo¬ 
ple  generally  support  our  soil  and  water 
conservation  program.  This  program 
has  accomplished  a  great  deal  and  mil¬ 
lions  of  acres  which  were  decreasing  in 
value  as  a  result  of  erosion  have  been 
restored  to  productive  capacity.  Many 
sections  of  our  country  which  were  here¬ 
tofore  subject  to  flood  damage  now  are 
free  from  that  danger.  The  provision 
for  local  conservation  districts  with 
local  control  and  direction  is  the  best 
way  to  achieve  maximum  results  in  con¬ 
servation.  We  have  every  reason  to  be 
proud  of  our  soil  and  water  conserva¬ 
tion  program.  This  service  is  one  of  the 
great  achievements  of  our  present-day 
Government.  Soil  conservation  means 
as  much  to  my  home  State  as  to  any 
State  in  the  Union,  and  our  soil  con¬ 
servation  program,  together  with  our 
Corps  of  Engineers,  flood  control,  and 
navigation  projects  are  producing  re¬ 
sults  in  Kentucky.  Our  farmers  are 
remaining  on  the  farms  and,  for  the  first 
time  in  a  number  of  years,  Kentucky 
will  show  an  increase  in  population.  We 
have  122  soil  conservation  districts  in 
120  counties  in  Kentucky  with  over 
86,000  farms  participating  in  this  pro¬ 
gram.  Conservation  problems  become 
more  complex  as  population  growth  and 
technology  brings  about  intensive  uses 
and  competition  for  our  land  and  water. 
The  estimates  submitted  by  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Agriculture  for  conservation 
operations  totaled  $82,882,000  and  we 
recommend  an  increase  of  $250,000, 
making  a  total  of  $83,132,000.  We  rec¬ 
ommend  $32  million  for  watershed  pro¬ 
tection  instead  of  the  budget  request  of 
$27,750,000.  For  flood  prevention,  we 
recommend  $18  million  instead  of  the 
amount  requested  by  the  Department  of 
Agriculture  of  $15  million.  For  our  Soil 
Conservation  Service,  we  make  recom¬ 
mendations  totaling  $143,132,000  which 
is  an  increase  of  $7,500,000  over  the 
amount  requested  by  the  Department 
of  Agriculture. 

This  year  will  be  the  137th  year  that 
Congress  has  appropriated  funds  for  the 
Corps  of  Engineers’  civil  works  program. 
Flood  control,  as  we  know  it  today, 


9176 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD  —  HOUSE 


started  in  1924  when  Congress  appro¬ 
priated  $75,000  for  the  removal  of  snags 
in  the  Ohio  River.  In  1928  Congress  au¬ 
thorized  a  flood  control  project  in  the 
Mississippi  River  Valley.  The  flood  con¬ 
trol  program  began  on  a  nationwide 
basis  in  1936  when  Congress  passed  the 
first  major  Flood  Control  Act. 

In  1824  Congress  gave  the  Corps  of 
Engineers  responsibility  for  developing  a 
system  of  roads,  canals,  and  waterways. 
At  this  time  the  big  problem  was  trans¬ 
portation,  and  the  Corps  of  Engineers 
concentrated  on  making  our  inland  wa¬ 
terways  and  inland  and  coastal  harbors 
usable.  Floods  became  of  great  concern 
as  each  year  the  towns  and  cities  suf¬ 
fered  loss  of  lives  and  heavy  property 
damage.  If,  at  this  time,  we  had  had  a 
good  constructive  soil  conservation  pro¬ 
gram  underway  we  would  not  have  ex¬ 
perienced  this  difficulty. 

Today  we  have  completed  525  flood 
control  projects  and  we  have  2,800  active 
Corps  of  Engineers  projects.  In  addi¬ 
tion,  we  have  1,565  miles  of  embank¬ 
ments  along  the  main  stem  of  the  Mis¬ 
sissippi.  We  have  23,000  miles  of  im¬ 
proved  waterways  and  500  harbors  in 
this  country  today.  The  Great  Lakes 
navigation  system,  the  St.  Lawrence  Sea¬ 
way,  the  Mississippi  River  and  the  Ohio 
River  are  only  a  few  of  the  main  inland 
waterways. 

SCHOOL  LUNCH  PROGRAM 

Our  greatest  asset  is  our  schoolchil¬ 
dren.  We  recommend  $110  million  for 
fiscal  year  1961  and,  in  addition,  we 
recommend  the  transfer  of  $45  million 
from  section  32  funds  to  be  used  to  pur¬ 
chase  meats  and  other  foods  necessary 
for  our  schoolchildren’s  lunches.  This 
will  provide  a  minimum  of  $155  million 
for  fiscal  year  1961.  According  to  tes¬ 
timony  received  by  our  committee,  this 
program  served  an  average  of  over  10.7 
million  schoolchildren  during  the  1959 
school  year,  and  with  30  percent  of  the 
Nation’s  39,480,000  schoolchildren  pro¬ 
vided  with  noonday  meals. 

EXTENSION  SERVICE 

Our  extension  service  has  been  of  great 
benefit  to  the  American  farmer  and 
especially  so  in  the  State  of  Kentucky. 
Funds  appropriated  for  this  program  are 
used  to  supplement  funds  appropriated 
by  State,  county,  and  local  governments 
for  the  employment  of  county  agents, 
home  demonstration  agents,  4-H  agents, 
and  State  specialists  who,  in  turn,  bring 
into  force  additional  programs  of  the 
Department  of  Agriculture.  The  exten¬ 
sion  agents  and  the  entire  service  in 
Kentucky  is  composed  of  dedicated  peo¬ 
ple  who  are  rendering  a  great  service. 
We  have  succeeded  in  securing  salary  in¬ 
creases  for  our  extension  agents  in  Ken¬ 
tucky  during  the  past  3  years  and  every 
effort  will  be  made  to  see  that  our  exten¬ 
sion  agents  are  provided  with  adequate 
salaries.  We  recommend  a  total  of  $66,- 
335,000  for  our  extension  service. 

CONCLUSION 

Mr.  Chairman,  each  year  4J/2  million 
farm  operators  decide  what  to  produce 
on  the  Nation’s  400  million  acres  of  crop 
land  and  700  million  acres  of  pasture. 
We  know  that  our  rural  people  must 
make  many  adjustments  in  order  to  keep 


their  operations  on  a  sound  foundation. 
Today,  more  than  at  any  time  in  the 
past,  the  business  of  farming  demands 
the  application  of  the  most  recent  de¬ 
velopments  in  science.  We  must  keep  in 
mind  that  agriculture  is  an  industry  that 
changes  rapidly.  Such  changes  create 
new  problems  for  our  farmers. 

Our  committee  recommends  this  bill 
to  the  Members  of  the  House. 

(Mr.  NATCHER  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  PELLY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  feel  con¬ 
strained  to  make  certain  comments  in 
connection  with  H.R.  12117,  the  agricul¬ 
ture  appropriation  bill. 

As  my  colleagues  well  know  I  have  been 
strongly  opposed  to  the  present  farm 
subsidy  bill  and  indeed  have  been  forth¬ 
right  in  speaking  against  Government 
acreage  and  price  controls  which  con¬ 
stitute  in  my  opinion  the  costliest  failure 
in  our  domestic  history. 

I  expect  later  on  to  vote  against  this 
appropriation  bill  as  I  have  voted  against 
agricultural  bills  in  the  past  as  a  per¬ 
sonal  protest  against  the  present  pro¬ 
gram.  How  anyone  can  justify  spending 
approximately  $4  billion  per  annum  on 
the  farm  fiasco  is  beyond  my  compre¬ 
hension. 

Certainly  President  Eisenhower  was 
never  more  right  than  when  he  stated 
recently  that  in  no  domestic  area  do  we 
have  a  more  obvious  need  for  corrective 
action  than  in  agriculture. 

Let  me  hasten  to  say  that  it  is  the 
farmers  who  have  the  chief  source  of 
complaint.  They  are  the  ones  who  suf¬ 
fer  under  the  existing  Federal  program. 
I  think  they  have  a  right  to  look  to  the. 
Congress  for  corrective  action. 

Briefly  I  want  to  discuss  various  pro¬ 
posals  to  effect  relief.  I  point  up  fre¬ 
quently  the  distressing  fact  that  Govern¬ 
ment  surpluses,  even  after  the  huge  re¬ 
cent  transactions  for  wheat  disposal  un¬ 
der  Public  Law  480,  will  represent  a  cost 
to  the  taxpayer  of  more  than  $9  billion 
with  an  annual  storage  charge  in  excess 
of  $1  million  a  day.  But  in  all  honesty  I 
must  say  the  Farm  Bureau  has  been 
practical  in  recommending  a  plan  to 
move  away  from  controls — rather  than 
to  abruptly  terminate  the  program.  I 
will  go  along  with  that  general  policy. 

James  Patton,  the  president  of  the 
National  Farmers’  Union,  however,  a 
month  or  so  ago  offered  his  solution.  I 
absolutely  abhor  his  suggestion,  which 
was  to  license  farmers.  He  suggested 
each  licensed  farmer  should  pay  2  per¬ 
cent  yearly  of  the  proceeds  of  his  mar¬ 
keting  to  the  farm  organization  of  his 
choice — the  Grange,  Farmers’  Union,  or 
Farm  Bureau — with  the  money  going  to 
promote  sales  and  educate  nonfarmers 
at  home  and  abroad  about  the  role  of 
the  farmer. 

I  wonder  how  the  nonfarmer  under 
such  brainwashing  would  end  up.  But 
as  for  the  sponsor  of  this  plan,  Mr.  Pat¬ 
ton  was  consistent  because  he  said  he 
favored  a  major  shift  of  support  for 
schools  from  local  to  the  Federal  level. 
He  is  for  a  Federal  system. 

We  have  many  suggested  solutions  that 
go  in  the  same  direction  as  Mr.  Patton 
would  have  us  go,  but  not  so  far. 
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One  is  the  program  which  I  understand 
is  favored  by  two  of  the  Democratic  can¬ 
didates  for  the  Presidential  nomination. 
Under  it  a  cartel  or  sort  of  central  co¬ 
operative  would  be  set  up  to  control 
prices.  The  poor  consumer  I  fear  would 
assume  an  awful  burden  under  such  a 
monopolistic  plan. 

Personally,  I  think  Congress  should 
concentrate  right  now  on  a  solution  of 
the  wheat  situation  because  it  is  the  most 
pressing. 

Legislation  of  that  nature  has  been 
introduced.  It  has  been  described  as  a 
new  wheat  marketing  act.  My  colleagues 
from  the  wheat-producing  areas  of 
Washington  State,  Walt  Horan  and 
Catherine  May,  are  among  those  who 
sponsor  this  plan  and  they  tell  me  it  is 
both  realistic  and  constructive.  Under 
this  wheat  bill  a  national  estimate  of 
primary  use  would  be  established  by  the 
Secretary  of  Agriculture — then  each 
State  would  be  given  an  acreage  allot¬ 
ment.  Only  wheat  for  human  consump¬ 
tion  would  be  regulated.  Seventy-five- 
percent  parity  would  be  set  as  the  price 
support  level  for  the  annual  require¬ 
ment. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  am  for  restoring  our 
farmers  to  a  free  enterprise  basis  and  a 
returning  to  the  law  of  supply  and  de¬ 
mand.  Granted  such  action  must  be  by 
degrees  to  stabilize  the  economy. 

In  the  interim  the  provisions  of  the 
Horan-May  and  other  bipartisan  spon¬ 
sored  wheat  marketing  bills,  it  seems  to 
me,  would  be  helpful  and  a  step  in  the 
direction  which  ultimately  I  hope  will 
come. 

Meanwhile,  this  legislation  would  re¬ 
duce  the  cost  of  the  program  to  the  tax¬ 
payers;  start  an  orderly  reduction  of  the 
Government-held  surplus  and  assure 
against  disastrously  low  income  levels 
to  the  wheat  producers. 

I  hope  the  House  Committee  on  Agri¬ 
culture  will  not  report  out  legislation 
just  to  invite  a  political  veto. 

Instead,  let  the  House  consider  a  bill 
which  has  a  chance  of  being  enacted 
into  law.  I  will  support  corrective 
transitional  farm  legislation  similar  to 
the  Horan-May  plan  because  my  able 
colleagues  have  convinced  me  of  the 
merit  of  their  idea  until  such  time  as 
consumption  and  supply  are  in  closer 
balance. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
yield  5  minutes  to  the  gentlewoman 
from  Missouri  (Mrs.  Sullivan]. 

QUESTIONS  ON  POULTRY  INSPECTION 

Mrs.  SULLIVAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
asked  the  chairman  of  the  subcommit¬ 
tee  for  this  time  in  order  to  obtain 
answers  to  several  questions  which  occur 
to  me  about  this  appropriation  bill  and 
its  accompanying  report,  which  I  think 
will  be  of  great  interest  to  every  house¬ 
wife. 

First  of  all,  on  poultry  inspection,  may 
I  ask  if  the  additional  $500,000  provided 
in  the  bill  for  poultry  inspection  will 
permit  the  continuous  inspection  be¬ 
ginning  July  1,  as  required  under  the 
Poultry  Inspection  Act,  of  food  items 
processed  from  poultry?  It  is  my 
understanding  from  the  officials  of  the 
Department  that  an  additional  $1  mil¬ 
lion  over  the  current  year’s  appropria- 
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tion  would  be  required  for  this  neces¬ 
sary  function,  and  I  have  seen  other 
figures  showing  it  would  cost  anywhere 
from  $500,000  to  $1  million  more. 
Therefore,  the  question  which  I  have 
very  strongly  in  mind  is  whether  the 
extra  $500,000  provided  in  this  bill  will 
be  enough  to  allow  the  Poultry  Divi¬ 
sion  to  place  inspectors  on  a  continuing 
basis  in  all  300  plants  now.  temporarily 
exempt  from  inspection  because  of  a 
shortage  of  trained  inspectors  but 
which,  under  the  law,  must  have  their 
products  continually  inspected  be¬ 
ginning  with  the  coming  July  1,  and  at 
Government  expense. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  May  I  say  to  the 
gentlewoman,  it  is  my  personal  judg¬ 
ment  that  what  is  involved  is  what  we 
might  interpret  continuous  inspection  to 
be.  The  committee  tried  to  investigate 
fully  this  whole  matter.  It  is  to  some 
degree  between  the  Department  and  the 
processors  as  to  protecting  public 
health.  In  no  instance  have  the  in¬ 
spectors  in  the  200  plants  found  any¬ 
thing  injurious  to  the  public  health,  but 
the  processors  in  turn  could  use  the 
stamp  of  the  Department  as  part  of 
their  advertising.  In  fact,  200  out  of 
the  300  do  that.  They  definitely  would 
like  to  shift  the  burden  of  that  cost  to 
the  Government.  The  other  third  would 
like  the  Government  to  give  them  the 
inspection  free  so  that  they  would  be  on 
equal  terms  with  the  others. 

The  Department  feels,  as  I  under¬ 
stand  it  from  their  testimony,  that 
having  the  little  plants  continuously  in¬ 
spected  is  not  necessary  to  protect  the 
public  health,  but  they  in  turn  refuse, 
to  give  the  stamp  unless  they  do  that  in¬ 
spection.  What  we  do  is  say  to  the  De¬ 
partment,  “We  are  giving  you  that  much 
money.  Inspect  them  to  the  fullest  de¬ 
gree  to  protect  public  health,  but  when 
you  do  it,  go  ahead  and  issue  the 
stamp.” 

We  thought  that  was  a  fair  solution 
of  the  problem  instead  of  meeting  it  head 
on.  Whether  you  have  to  repeal  the  law 
by  providing  that  no  funds  shall  be  used, 
or  whether  you  have  a  lot  of  inspections 
to  get  the  stamp,  so  far  as  the  testimony 
is  concerned,  we  thought  that  this  was 
the  best  solution  we  could  think  of,  and 
we  hope  we  are  right. 

Mrs.  SULLIVAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  if 
the  gentleman  will  be  patient  with  me 
the  law  says  all  processing  plants  in  in¬ 
terstate  commerce  must  have  inspection. 
About  300  have  been  temporarily  ex¬ 
empted,  but  beginning  July  1  that  ex¬ 
emption  expires.  Now  will  he  please  ex¬ 
plain  the  somewhat  confusing,  technical 
language  on  page  17,  beginning  on  line  2, 
dealing  with  the  poultry  inspection  pro¬ 
gram.  Does  that  language  change  exist¬ 
ing  law  so  far  as  the  requirements  of 
the  Poultry  Products  Inspection  Act  are 
concerned?  If  it  does  not  change  the 
law,  why  put  this  language  in  the  bill? 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Frankly,  I  would 
take  it  that  it  changes  the  law  by  giving 
the  Department  some  say-so  about  what 
inspection  is  necessary  to  protect  the 
public  health. 

Mrs.  SULLIVAN.  If  it  does  change 
the  law,  as  I  also  believe  it  does,  is  it 
proper  for  the  Committee  on  Appropria¬ 


tions  to  change  the '  requirements  laid 
down  for  poultry  inspection  under  legis¬ 
lation  drafted  by  the  legislative  commit¬ 
tee  on  agriculture,  and  enacted  by  Con¬ 
gress  several  years  ago? 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  If  we  ask  for  a  rule 
and  they  grant  it,  we  would  have  the 
privilege  of  changing  it  if  we  saw  fit  to 
do  so.  But,  this  is,  frankly,  subject  to 
a  point  of  order.  We  think  it  is  better 
than  nothing  and  this  is  the  best  we  can 
do.  So  we  have  not  tried  to  override 
anybody,  but  we  do  think  it  is  the  best 
solution  that  we  could  think  of. 

Mrs.  SULLIVAN.  The  law  says  that 
all  poultry  moving  in  interstate  com¬ 
merce  should  be  inspected,  including 
products  made  from  poultry.  This  lan¬ 
guage  in  the  bill  on  page  17,  “Provided, 
That  the  Department  is  hereby  author¬ 
ized  and  directed  to  make  such  inspec¬ 
tion  of  poultry  products  processing 
plants  as  it  deems  essential  to  the  pro¬ 
tection  of  public  health  and  to  permit 
the  use  of  appropriate  inspection  labels 
where  it  determines  from  such  inspec¬ 
tion  that  such  plants  operate  in  a  man¬ 
ner  which  protects  the  public  health, 
and  not  less  than  $500,000  shall  be 
available  for  this  purpose,”  seems  to  say 
it  would  now  be  up  to  the  Secretary  in 
his  discretion  to  decide  which  processed 
products  are  to  be  inspected,  and  under 
what  circumstances  the  Department 
should  assign  inspectors  to  such  proces¬ 
sors,  and  also  permits,  apparently,  some 
substitute  seal  to  be  used  to  attest  to 
the  wholesomeness  of  poultry  which  has 
not  actually  be  inspected. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  If  the  gentlewoman 
will  yield  to  me,  I  must  say  I  have  never 
been  a  stickler  about  jurisdiction.  We 
have  so  many  problems  here  that  if 
somebody  were  to  handle  some  of  them, 
I  certainly  would  not  object.  The  De¬ 
partment  cannot  determine  which  prod¬ 
ucts  are  to  be  inspected,  but  they  can 
determine  what  inspection  is  necessary 
to  protect  the  public  health.  But  when 
a  legislative  committee  says  that  the 
Committee  on  Appropriations  must  ap¬ 
propriate,  it  looks  to  me  as  if  some  other 
group  has  probably  stepped  a  little  far. 
I  think  they  should  inspect,  but  I  think 
it  should  be  for  the  protection  of  public 
health  and  not  for  the  stamp.  But  if 
they  say  that  they  have  inspected  this 
plant  fully  and  adequately  to  protect 
the  public  health,  I  do  not  think  they 
should  be  permitted  to  withhold  the 
stamp. 

Mrs.  SULLIVAN.  The  point  I  wanted 
to  call  attention  to  is  this:  If  it  is  to  be 
only  a  spot  inspection  program  in  plants 
making  poultry  pies,  poultry  soups  and 
other  products  containing  poultry,  and 
yet  anything  that  goes  through  that 
processing  plant  would  carry  a  seal  of 
wholesomeness,  then  I  think  we  are  mis¬ 
leading  the  housewife  in  allowing  that 
seal  to  be  on  the  product  indicating  that 
it  has  been  inspected  when  it  probably 
has  not  been  inspected. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  I  do  not  know  where 
we  should  end  this.  But  they  have  been 
inspecting  200  plants  and  they  have  not 
found  anything  that  would  injure  the 
public  health  and  according  to  the  let¬ 
ters  that  have  been  sent  to  me,  they  say 
that  they  pay  for  it  because  they  want  to 


use  the  stamp  because  it  is  a  matter  of 
advertising.  I  do  think  if  the  gentle¬ 
woman  would  go  along  with  this,  we 
can  work  with  this  and  see  if  we  can  re¬ 
solve  the  situation.  Again  I  say,  only 
one  objection  and  out  it  would  go. 

Mrs.  SULLIVAN.  But  under  the  law, 
all  these  300  exempted  plants  will  have 
to  be  inspected  beginning  July  1,  will 
they  not? 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Unless  the  other  body 
should  put  in  a  statement  that,  not¬ 
withstanding  the  legislation,  no  part  of 
these  funds  can  be  used  for  such  inspec¬ 
tion.  Then  the  law  would  be  repealed. 
We  do  not  want  to  do  that.  We  try  to 
resolve  it  by  saying  that  they  must  in¬ 
spect,  but  the  inspection  must  be  for  the 
purpose  of  protecting  the  public  health, 
and  when  you  do  inspect,  to  say  so. 

Mrs.  SULLIVAN.  I  thank  my  col¬ 
league  very  much  for  his  frank  answers. 
It  is  clear  to  me  that  the  language  in 
the  proviso  in  question  on  page  17  re¬ 
laxes  the  strict  requirements  of  the 
Poultry  Products  Inspection  Act  inso¬ 
far  as  that  act  now  requires  the  in¬ 
spection  of  all  poultry  and  poultry  prod¬ 
ucts  in  interstate  commerce.  The  act 
permitted  temporary  exemption  of  some 
plants  from  the  inspection  requirements 
for  the  convenience  of  the  Government, 
because  it  was  not  considered  feasible  to 
provide  inspectors  at  the  start  of  1959 
for  every  plant  in  the  country  subject 
to  the  act.  There  was  a  shortage  of 
trained  personnel  in  this  field. 

So  the  act  as  originally  passed  allowed 
this  temporary  exemption  for  18  months 
of  plants  for  which  inspectors  were  not 
available.  The  Secretary  choose  to  use 
this  administrative  authority  to  exempt 
from  compulsory  inspection  all  plants 
doing  further  processing  of  poultry  into 
poultry  products  like  soups,  pies,  and  so 
forth,  on  the  assumption  that  he  would 
need  all  the  trained  inspectors  available 
in  January  1959  just  to  cover  all  of  the 
slaughtering  plants. 

The  exemptions  for  the  further  proc¬ 
essing  plants  expire  on  July  1.  The  Sec¬ 
retary  has  asked  Congress  to  amend  the 
law  so  that  he  can  continue  to  exempt 
such  plants.  Congress  has  not  done  so. 
In  the  meantime,  many  of  these  further 
processors — 200  out  of  about  300  ex¬ 
empted  plants — have  felt  it  was  so  im¬ 
portant  to  have  their  products  inspected 
for  wholesomeness  by  the  Federal  Gov¬ 
ernment  that  they  have  paid  out  of 
their  own  funds  to  have  their  products 
continuously  inspected  under  a  volun¬ 
tary  inspection  program  operated  by  the 
Department.  Under  the  law,  however, 
they  are  entitled  to  the  same  kind  of 
free  inspection  the  slaughtering  plants 
receive. 

This  bill  provides  an  additional  $500,- 
000  to  the  poultry  division  to  provide  in¬ 
spection  at  plants  processing  poultry 
products  but  the  language  of  the  pro¬ 
viso  on  page  17  gives  the  Secretary  dis¬ 
cretionary  powers  he  would  not  other¬ 
wise  possess  after  July  1  to  exempt  par¬ 
ticular  plants  from  inspection.  As  I 
understand  it,  the  proviso  would  permit 
a  spot  check  inspection  program,  with  a 
seal  attesting  to  the  wholesomeness  of 
poultry  products  not  produced  under 
continuous  inspection. 
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The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentlewoman  from  Missouri  [Mrs.  Sulli¬ 
van]  has  expired. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
yield  such  time  as  he  may  desire  to  the 
gentleman  from  Minnesota  [Mr.  Mar¬ 
shall]. 

(Mr.  MARSHALL  asked  and  was  given 
permission  t  o  revise  and  extend  his 
remarks.) 

Mr.  MARSHALL.  Mr.  Chairman,  few 
committees  of  the  Congress  spend  so 
many  long  hours  together  as  do  our  ap¬ 
propriations  subcommittees.  This  is  a 
natural  consequence  of  the  responsibility 
imposed  upon  us  to  examine  not  only 
every  budget  request  but  also  the  manner 
in  which  these  funds  have  been  and  are 
being  administered. 

The  work  is  long  and  arduous  but  it 
is  rewarding  because  of  the  great  oppor¬ 
tunities  it  presents  for  lasting  service  and 
because  of  the  associations  developed  in 
our  day-to-day  efforts.  It  is  a  privilege 
to  work  with  such  distinguished  Members 
of  Congress  as  Jamie  L.  Whitten,  of  Mis¬ 
sissippi;  William  H.  Natcher,  of  Ken¬ 
tucky;  Alfred  E.  Santangelo,  of  New 
York;  H.  Carl  Andersen,  of  Minnesota; 
Walt  Horan,  of  Washington ;  and  Robert 
H.  Michel,  of  Illinois. 

TRIBUTE  TO  CHAIRMAN 

Every  year  I  serve  on  the  subcomittee, 
I  become  more  and  more  impressed  with 
the  ability  of  our  chairman ;  Jamie  Whit¬ 
ten  is  an  able  and  conscientious  repre¬ 
sentative  of  his  district  and  the  State  of 
Mississippi  but  he  is  genuinely  interested 
in  the  problems  of  all  farmers  everywhere 
in  our  country.  The  friendly  and  cour¬ 
teous  atmosphere  in  which  we  work  is 
built  upon  the  mutual  respect  members 
of  the  subcommittee  have  for  each  oth¬ 
er’s  problems  and  viewpoints.  We  do  not 
always  agree  on  what  is  best  in  every 
situation  but  we  do  agree  that  our  com¬ 
mon  goal  is  a  healthy  and  prosperous 
agriculture  sharing  in  our  Nation’s 
growth  and  progress. 

FARM  TROUBLES  REMEMBERED 

That  agriculture  is  in  trouble  today 
is  too  painfully  apparent  to  need  docu¬ 
mentation.  It  should  not  be  necessary 
to  review  in  detail  that  part  of  our  agri¬ 
cultural  history  which  is  remembered  so 
clearly  by  every  farmer  who  lived 
through  it.  I  am  speaking  of  the  twen¬ 
ties  and  early  thirties  when  failing  farm 
prices,  forced  sales,  farm  foreclosures, 
bank  failures,  and  dark  depression  forced 
a  mighty  Nation  tp  its  knees. 

We  fought  our  way  back  to  the  great¬ 
est  productive  effort  the  world  has  ever 
known.  It  should  not  be  necessary  to 
review  the  basic  agricultural  laws  which 
made  this  recovery  and  growth  possible — 
parity  payments  and  loans,  soil  conser¬ 
vation  and  good  farm  management,  di¬ 
version  of  surplus  production  into  foreign 
and  domestic  channels,  crop  insurance, 
and  credit. 

NINETEEN  HUNDRED  AND  FIFTIES  PROMISED  HOPE 

We  entered  the  decade  of  the  fifties 
with  high  hope  and  reasonable  expecta¬ 
tion  that  we  would  continue  to  go  for¬ 
ward.  Instead,  we  face  the  sixties  with 
confusion  and  frustration.  What  has 
happened  to  us? 


If  past  is  prolog,  it  is  worth  our 
while  to  briefly  consider  the  events  and 
policies  that  went  before.  In  so  doing, 
we  can  penetrate  some  of  the  fantastic 
theories  and  new  myths  under  which  the 
realities  of  recent  history  have  been 
buried. 

NEED  REALISTIC  APPROACH 

It  is  true  that  the  farm  problem  has 
many  facets  and  it  is  as  complex  as  mod¬ 
ern  agriculture  itself.  Other  segments 
of  the  economy  are  complex  and  face 
immense  problems.  Seldom,  however,  do 
we  witness  the  pessimism  that  has  gained 
thought  among  some  agricultural  “ex¬ 
perts”  in  the  mistaken  notion  that  no 
solution  is  possible.  What  we  need  to  do 
is  look  at  our  problems  as  realistically 
and  with  the  same  hardheaded  candor 
practiced  by  other  segments  of  our  econ¬ 
omy. 

My  own  recollections  go  back  to  the 
beginnings  of  what  has  become  the  mod¬ 
ern  technological  revolution  in  agricul¬ 
ture.  As  a  small  boy,  I  accompanied 
my  father,  then  the  first  county  agent 
in  Minnesota,  on  some  of  his  field  trips. 
I  heard  him  discuss  crop  rotation  with 
the  farmers  in  an  area  where  the  prin¬ 
cipal  cash  crop  was  wheat.  I  heard  him 
discuss  the  need  for  growing  a  cultivated 
crop  like  corn  and  the  advantage  of  put¬ 
ting  land  into  legumes  to  restore  humus 
to  the  soil.  This  impressed  upon  me  the 
importance  of  technical  know-how  in 
farming  operations. 

GAS  ENGINE  AND  TRACTOR 

Better  farm  management,  better  dis¬ 
ease  control,  and  the  beginning  of  mech¬ 
anization  expanded  total  farm  output 
and  released  still  other  acres  for  the  pro¬ 
duction  of  marketable  crops.  The  de¬ 
velopment  of  the  gasoline  engine  and  the 
tractor  together  with  the  improvement 
of  management  practices  created  a  new 
capacity. 

The  demand  for  production  during 
World  War  I  hastened  the  expansion  to 
meet  the  needs  of  the  world  market  cut 
off  from  other  producing  countries.  We 
were  prepared  for  the  challenge  and  met 
it.  When  the  war  ended,  the  level  of 
prices  received  by  farmers  plunged  43 
percent  between  1919  and  1921. 

FARM  CONFERENCE  OF  1922 

The  general  scare  and  heated  protests 
finally  led  President  Harding  to  call  a 
national  conference  on  the  farm  problem 
in  1922.  This  was  the  first  such  meeting 
in  history  and  one  of  its  recommenda¬ 
tions  directed  the  Congress  and  the  Pres¬ 
ident  to  “take  steps  immediately  to  re¬ 
establish  a  fair  exchange  value  for  all 
farm  products  with  that  of  other  com¬ 
modities.”  It  also  suggested  to  farm 
organizations  that  they  survey  world 
supply-and-demand  factors  and  “pro¬ 
pose  measures  for  proper  limitation  of 
acreage  in  particular  crops.” 

The  price  drop  eventually  led  to  gen¬ 
eral  income  consequences,  but  for  the 
fanner  the  effect  was  immediate  and 
disastrous.  No  matter  where  he 
turned,  no  matter  what  alternative  he 
chose,  he  was  always  the  victim  of  lower 
prices  and  lower  income.  This  meant  a 
lower  standard  of  living  for  himself  and 
his  family.  It  meant  neglect  of  health 


and  education  and  neglect  of  the  farm 
itself. 

PRICE  OF  UNWILLINGNESS 

Those  who  still  today  say  that  govern¬ 
ment  has  no  place  in  the  economic  af¬ 
fairs  of  the  farmer  might  well  study  the 
econmics  of  the  twenties.  As  then,  we 
can  now  try  to  solve  the  farm  problem 
by  an  unwillingness  to  face  facts  but 
we  must  expect  to  reap  the  same  con¬ 
sequences. 

Who  benefited  from  the  unwillingness 
to  act  and  the  unconcern  of  the  twen¬ 
ties?  Consumers?  A  man  walking  the 
streets  out  of  work  does  not  benefit  from 
low  prices.  Merchants?  There  were 
so  many  merchants  with  so  much  money 
on  the  books  that  any  profit  in  opera¬ 
tions  was  wiped  out  by  bad  paper.  Did 
it  help  the  banks?  Look  at  the  foreclo¬ 
sures  of  that  period.  I  repeat,  who  bene¬ 
fited  from  the  farm  depression  of  the 
twenties? 

m’nary-haugen  bills  vetoed 
When  the  pressures  building  up  for 
action  finally  led  to  efforts  by  Congress  to 
intervene  with  the  McNary-Haugen  bills 
of  1927  and  1928,  Calvin  Coolidge  twice 
vetoed  them.  Despite  the  shortcomings 
evident  to  us  today  and  their  short¬ 
sighted  view  of  workable  trade  relation¬ 
ships,  the  bills  did  represent  an  attempt 
to  act. 

FARM  BOARD  FAILURE 

The  precedent  of  nonintervention  was 
finally  broken  in  the  Agricultural  Mar¬ 
keting  Act  of  1929  which  created  a  Fed¬ 
eral  Farm  Board  to  stabilize  the  prices 
of  farm  products  by  buying  when  sup¬ 
plies  were  excessive  and  selling  when 
shortages  existed.  In  3  years,  despite  the 
sincerity  of  effort,  three-fourths  of  its 
$500  million  appropriation  was  lost.  In 
the  face  of  the  most  devasting  depres¬ 
sion  of  all  time,  that  action  was  too  little 
and  too  late.  Prophetically,  the  Board 
ended  operations  with  a  warning  that 
withholding  supplies  from  the  market 
alone  could  not  stabilize  prices  unless  ac¬ 
companied  by  production  control. 

To  make  matters  worse,  the  enact¬ 
ment  of  the  Smoot-Hawley  Tariff  Act 
totally  ignored  the  importance  of  a  sound 
trade  relationship  and  ruined  what  for¬ 
eign  markets  we  had  left.  Its  proponents 
chose  to  ignore  the  fact  that  we  came 
out  of  World  War  I  a  creditor  nation 
and  we  needed  the  two-way  street  of 
trade  to  maintain  vital  markets  for  the 
abundance  of  our  production. 

DISTRESS  SPREADS  ACROSS  NATION 

Agriculture  was  left  to  flounder  while 
the  depression  deepened  and  the  rest  of 
the  economy  tasted  the  distress  already 
so  familiar  to  farmers.  No  one  who  lived 
through  that  period  needs  to  be  remind¬ 
ed  of  the  suffering  and  fear  that  terror¬ 
ized  the  nation. 

,  Sickened  by  callous  inaction  in  the 
face  of  such  overwhelming  poverty,  the 
American  people  swept  the  Republican 
Administration  out  of  office  with  a  de¬ 
mand  for  bold,  new  action. 

SUPREME  COURT  KILLS  HOPE 

Congress  passed  the  Agricultural  Ad¬ 
justment  Act  in  the  spring  of  1933  in  an 
effort  to  establish  and  maintain  a 
“balance  between  the  production  and 
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consumption  of  agricultural  commod¬ 
ities.”  Using  benefit  payments  as  an  in¬ 
ducement  to  control  surplus  production, 
the  program  was  later  augmented  by 
marketing  quotas  for  specified  crops. 
When  the  Supreme  Court  nullified  the 
regulation  of  production  and  the  process¬ 
ing  tax  which  helped  to  support  the  pro¬ 
gram  in  its  decision  of  January  6,  1936, 
many  farmers  feared  that  the  only  re¬ 
maining  hope  had  been  knocked  out  from 
under  them. 

NINETEEN  HUNDRED  AND  THIRTY -SIX  ACT 
OUTLINES  PURPOSE 

But  within  a  year  Congress  responded 
with  the  Soil  Conservation  and  Domestic 
Allotment  Act  of  1936  which  provided 
means  of  controlling  production  and 
provided  incentives  for  conservation  of 
our  soil  by  proper  plowing,  contouring, 
and  crop  rotation.  Its  preamble  best 
states  the  new  spirit  of  hope : 

Sec.  7.  (a)  It  is  hereby  declared  to  be  the 
policy  of  this  Act  also  to  secure,  and  the 
purposes  of  this  Act  shall  also  include,  (1) 
preservation  and  improvement  of  soil  fer¬ 
tility;  (2)  promotion  of  the  economic  use 
land  conservation  of  land;  (3)  diminution  of 
exploitation  and  wasteful  and  unscientific 
use  of  national  soil  resources;  (4)  the 
protection  of  rivers  and  harbors  against 
the  results  of  soil  erosion  in  aid  of  main¬ 
taining  the  navigability  of  waters  and  water 
courses  and  in  aid  of  flood  control;  and  (5) 
reestablishment,  at  as  rapid  a  rate  as 
the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  determines 
to  be  practicable  and  in  the  general  public 
interest,  of  the  ratio  between  the  purchasing 
power  of  the  net  income  per  person  on  farms 
and  that  of  the  income  per  person  not  on 
farms  that  prevailed  during  the  five-year  pe¬ 
riod  August  1909  to  July  1914,  inclusive,  as 
determined  from  statistics  available  in  the 
United  States  Department  of  Agriculture,  and 
the  maintenance  of  such  ratio.  The  powers 
conferred  under  sections  7  to  14  inclusive, 
of  this  Act  shall  be  used  to  assist  voluntary 
action  calculated  to  effectuate  the  purposes 
specified  in  this  section.  Such  powers  shall 
not  be  used  to  discourage  the  production  of 
supplies  of  foods  and  fibers  sufficient  to 
maintain  normal  domestic  human  consump¬ 
tion  as  determined  by  the  Secretary  from 
the  records  of  domestic  human  consumption 
in  the  years  1920  to  1929,  inclusive,  taking 
into  consideration  increased  population, 
quantities  of  any  commodity  that  were 
forced  into  domestic  consumption  by  decline 
in  exports  during  such  period,  current  trends 
in  domestic  consumption  and  exports  of 
particular  commodities,  and  the  quantities 
of  substitutes  available  for  domestic  con¬ 
sumption  within  any  general  class  of  food 
commodities.  In  carrying  out  the  purposes 
of  this  section  due  regard  shall  be  given 
to  the  maintenance  of  a  continuous  and 
stable  supply  of  agricultural  commodities 
adequate  to  meet  consumer  demand  at  prices 
fair  to  both  producers  and  consumers. 

NINETEEN  HUNDRED  AND  THIRTY-EIGHT  ACT 
BROADENS  PROGRAMS 

To  strengthen  and  broaden  the  exist¬ 
ing  programs,  the  Agricultural  Adjust¬ 
ment  Act  of  1938  was  enacted;  the  basic 
legislation  responsible  for  the  great 
strides  in  American  agriculture. 

It  carried  forward  the  principles  of  the 
Soil  Conservation  Act  of  1935  in  en¬ 
couraging  good  management  of  the  Na¬ 
tion’s  soil  resources — not  only,  or  even 
primarily,  for  the  benefit  of  farmers  but 
for  the  direct  benefit  of  all  future  gen¬ 
erations  dependent  upon  soil  for  food 
and  raw  materials. 


TOOLS  TO  BALANCE  PRODUCTION 

Loans,  marketing  quotas,  and  parity 
payments  were  provided  as  the  necessary 
tools  to  enable  the  farmer  to  bring  his 
production  into  closer  balance  with  de¬ 
mand  without  complete  and  total  col¬ 
lapse  of  income.  For  the  first  time, 
farmers  themselves  were  called  upon  to 
administer  their  own  programs  on  the 
basis  of  their  own  experience  and  to  meet 
their  own  realistic  needs. 

Surplus  production  was  diverted  into 
domestic  and  foreign  channels  and  pro¬ 
grams  to  develop  new  uses  for  agricul¬ 
tural  products  were  pushed  forward. 

As  a  further  stabilizing  effort,  the 
Federal  Crop  Insurance  Corporation  was 
created  to  provide  insurance  against  loss 
of  crops.  By  1942,  one-fourth  of  all 
wheat  farmers  were  taking  advantage  of 
this  program. 

REA  SPEEDS  MECHANIZATION 

Another  major  contribution  to  the  re¬ 
covery  and  expansion  of  agriculture  was 
in  the  making.  Tomorrow  we  will  ob¬ 
serve  the  25th  anniversary  of  the  crea¬ 
tion  of  the  Rural  Electrification  Admin¬ 
istration  by  executive  order  of  President 
Roosevelt  on  May  11,  1935.  Its  modest 
beginnings  did  not  foretell  the  great  role 
it  was  to  play  in  the  continuing  agricul¬ 
tural  revolution. 

It  brought  light  to  the  rural  home  and 
with  it  the  means  of  further  mechaniza¬ 
tion  in  farm  operations.  By  the  end  of 
1936,  almost  100  loans  were  approved 
and  we  had  laid  the  basis  for  the  labor- 
saving  devices  which  enabled  farmwork¬ 
ers  to  increase  their  output  during  the 
help  shortage  of  the  war  years  ahead. 

The  Nation  has  never  seen  a  finer  ex¬ 
ample  of  cooperation.  Farmers  worked 
with  and  through  their  Government  to 
help  each  other  help  themselves. 

MET  CHALLENGE  OF  WORLD  WAR  II 

Our  agricultural  plant  was  prepared 
for  the  great  emergencies  of  World  War 
II.  Our  stockpiles  were  a  godsend  to  the 
entire  free  world  and  our  farms  were 
geared  for  the  maximum  output.  The 
labor  shortage  was  met  with  increased 
mechanization  and  production  efficiency 
made  its  most  spectacular  gains.  Once 
again  American  farmers  were  ready  for 
the  challenge  and  met  it.  Now  some  are 
saying  they  met  it  too  well.  This  grisly 
bit  of  erroneous  hindsight  is  unworthy 
of  comment. 

The  world  was  grateful  for  our  pre¬ 
paredness  as  the  great  breadbasket  of 
democracy. 

Technological  advance  with  its  in¬ 
crease  in  production  efficiency  was  a  sign 
to  be  welcomed  rather  than  feared.  We 
emerged  from  World  War  II  and  the 
Korean  conflict  with  a  greatly  expanded 
potential  to  be  turned  to  good  or  evil. 
We  still  had  within  our  means  the  tools 
for  a  return  to  orderly  production  and 
wise  use  of  our  resources  to  meet  imme¬ 
diate  world  needs  while  protecting  our 
future  capacity.  Never  was  the  oppor¬ 
tunity  so  great. 

END  OF  DISCREDITED  POLICIES? 

We  thought  we  were  done  once  and  for 
all  with  the  discarded  and  discredited 
policies  of  unhappier  days.  We  thought 
these  were  forever  forgotten  in  the  dis¬ 


mal  files  of  failure.  It  seemed  unbe¬ 
lievable  that  anyone  could  consciously 
slip  into  the  errors  that  could  only  result 
in  a  repetition  of  the  sad  history  I  have 
briefly  recounted  here. 

I  say  to  you  frankly,  Mr.  Chairman,  we 
failed  to  anticipate  the  unaccountable 
stupidity,  at  worst,  or  the  incredible 
naivete,  at  best,  of  the  men  to  whom  we 
entrusted  the  opportunity  that  was  ours. 

DREAMING  WITH  EISENHOWER 

In  this,  the  twilight  of  the  Eisenhower 
administration,  the  American  farmer 
cannot  help  but  ponder  over  the  iy2 
years  which  promised  a  bright  dream 
that  now  seems  to  be  only  another  night¬ 
mare. 

If  he  is  a  corn  farmer,  he  can  recall 
how  confidently  he  approached  a  new 
day  at  a  time  when  all  seemed  well.  At 
the  plowing  matches  at  Kasson,  Minn., 
he  had  heard  a  great  general  who  was  a 
candidate  for  President  promise: 

And  here,  and  now,  without  any  “ifs”  or 
“buts,”  I  say  to  you  that  I  stand  behind— 
and  the  Republican  Party  stands  behind— 
the  price-support  laws  now  on  the  books. 
This  includes  the  amendment  to  the  Basic 
Farm  Act,  passed  by  votes  of  both  parties  in 
Congress,  to  continue  through  1954  the  price 
supports  on  basic  commodities  at  90  percent 
of  parity. 

PLEDGES  REPUBLICAN  PARTY 

Whatever  misgivings  this  farmer  may 
have  had  when  he  recalled  the  disastrous 
farm  policies  of  the  Hoover  administra¬ 
tion  were  quickly  dismissed  by  this  new 
candidate.  In  Brookings,  S.  Dak.,  he 
spoke  not  only  for  himself  but  for  his 
party  when  he  said : 

The  Republican  Party  is  pledged  to  the 
sustaining  of  the  90-percent  parity  price  sup¬ 
port  and  it  is  pledged  even  more  than  that 
to  helping  the  farmer  obtain  his  full  parity, 
100  percent  of  parity,  with  the  guarantee  in 
price  supports  of  90. 

SECRETARY  OFFERS  ASSURANCES 

It  seemed  a  great  day  on  the  farm,  a 
bright  and  cloudless  day  without  threat 
of  impending  storm.  The  farmer  could 
relax  with  his  family  in  the  satisfaction 
of  a  hard  day’s  labor  done.  The  sunset 
promised  a  peaceful  night  and  a  glorious 
tomorrow. 

Any  doubts  about  the  new  Secretary 
of  Agriculture  seemed  to  be  dispelled 
when  he  said  firmly  in  St.  Paul: 

Our  agricultural  policy  should  aim  to  ob¬ 
tain  in  the  marketplace  full  parity  prices  of 
farm  products  and  parity  incomes  for  farm 
people  that  farmers  will  have  freedom  to 
operate  efficiently  and  to  adjust  their  pro¬ 
duction  to  changing  consumer  demands  in 
an  expanding  economy. 

GOLDEN  PROMISES  DISTURBED 

Surely  these  golden  promises  would 
mean  a  bright,  new  day  for  agriculture. 
The  farm  programs  that  had  helped  him 
to  pull  himself  up  from  the  mires  of  de¬ 
pression  would  not  only  be  continued 
but  they  would  be  improved.  With  his 
son  home  from  Korea,  the  farmer  could 
look  forward  to  a  peaceful  world  of  grow¬ 
ing  markets  that  could  only  mean  pros¬ 
perity  for  his  family  and  well-being  for 
the  Nation. 

This  was  a  time  to  sleep  well  and  en¬ 
joy  the  dream  of  better  things  yet  to 
come.  A  new  voice  interrupted  this 
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fantasy  with  a  warning  that  the  postwar 
level  of  prosperity  in  agriculture  was  “a 
dream  world,  and  no  one  expected  it  to 
last.”  It  came  from  Don  Paarlberg,  one 
of  the  chief  architects  of  the  new  farm 
policy,  in  a  speech  at  West  Millbury, 
Mass. 

PARMER  RELUCTANT  TO  DOUBT 

Our  corn  farmer  drove  the  troubled 
thought  from  his  mind.  The  gains  made 
on  his  farm  were  real  gains  and  certainly 
no  one  would  seriously  suggest  a  re¬ 
turn  to  the  dog-eat-dog  economics  that 
fed  the  farm  depression.  He  re¬ 
membered  burning  corn  in  his  stoves  be¬ 
cause  it  was  cheaper  than  coal.  He  re¬ 
membered  the  neighbor  who  hauled  100 
bushels  of  oats  10  miles  to  town  to  get  $8 
to  buy  Christmas  presents  for  his  chil¬ 
dren.  He  saw  fat  cattle  sold  on  the 
market  at  South  St.  Paul  for  31/?  cents  a 
pound.  He  recalled  the  human  suffer¬ 
ing  and  reassured  himself  that  the  mis¬ 
takes  of  which  it  was  born  would  never 
again  be  repeated.  Not  when  the  future 
promised  so  much. 

In  the  cool  light  of  morning,  the  un¬ 
easiness  returns  with  the  echoed  warn¬ 
ing  of  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  that 
“every  young  man  requires  the  spur  of 
insecurity  to  force  him  to  do  his  best.” 

MORE  CORN  SEEMS  ANSWER 

He  has  lived  with  insecurity  before 
and  knows  the  sick  fear  it  engenders.  He 
is  restless  as  the  hopes  and  dreams  of 
the  night  seem  to  dim  in  the  cold  light 
of  the  day.  He  has  been  told  to  “raise 
his  sights  beyond  the  dollar  sign,  beyond 
material  things,”  but  he  knows  that  he 
must  go  on  with  the  work  of  the  day 
to  feed  his  family  and  pay  his  bills. 

He  is  told  that  he  is  now  free  to  make 
his  own  decisions  without  socialistic  con¬ 
trols  and  regimentation.  Listening  to  a 
morning  radio  program,  he  learns  that 
he  may  be  able  to  receive  a  corn  loan 
even  if  he  does  not  stay  within  his  al¬ 
lotment.  Of  course,  he  will  receive  less 
for  his  corn  but  he  can  make  up  the  in¬ 
come  by  planting  more  corn  since  pro¬ 
duction  no  longer  seems  to  be  a  problem. 
So  he  goes  out  to  his  fields  to  plant  more 
corn  and  notices  that  his  neighbors  are 
doing  the  same. 

With  the  prospect  of  more  corn,  he 
decides  to  keep  a  few  more  brood  sows. 
Hog  prices  go  down  but  he  is  told  that 
he  no  longer  needs  to  bother  with  the 
corn  allotment.  With  acreage  unlim¬ 
ited,  he  decides  to  plow  up  the  clover 
and  legumes.  He  abandons  crop  rota¬ 
tion  in  order  to  expand  his  production. 

UNIT  TIMES  PRICE  EQUALS  INCOME 

After  all,  unit  times  price  equals  in¬ 
come.  With  prices  down,  he  needs  to 
grow  more  to  meet  the  steady  increase 
in  operating  costs  and  taxes.  A  bushel 
of  corn  buys  less  so  the  only  hope  is  more 
bushels  of  corn.  His  neighbors,  too,  find 
themselves  on  the  same  treadmill. 

Clouds  are  appearing  on  the  horizon 
as  our  farmer’s  day  draws  to  a  close. 
The  hope  of  better  education  and  health 
caie  for  his  children  is  a  vanishing 
dream.  As  the  surplus  piles  up  around 


him,  his  debts  increase  and  his  standard 
of  living  declines.  What  began  as  a  day 
of  promise  is  now  darkened  by  the  men¬ 
acing-  storm  clouds  of  an  uncertain 
night. 

WHAT  DID  PRESIDENT  SAY? 

And  what  does  he  hear  from  those  who 
held  out  the  golden  promise?  The  an¬ 
swers  had  seemed  too  simple  to  them 
but  now  there  is  only  confusion  and  un¬ 
certainty.  At  a  Washington  press  con¬ 
ference,  the  President  says: 

Now,  if  there  were  any  kind  of  reasonable 
plan  that  connected  with  other  features  of 
the  thing  they  could  bring  something  about 
that  seemed  reasonable  and  fair  to  the  farm¬ 
ers,  well,  I  would  be  glad  to  look  at  it  and, 
because  as  I  say,  if  it  looks  reasonable  to  me, 
X  will  approve  it  because  I  am  just  to  this 
point — I  know  that  we  are  in  a  bad  fix,  the 
farmers  are,  and  I  have  had  correspondence 
recently  with  some  of  my  farmer  friends  be¬ 
cause,  individuals,  to  get  statistics. 

What  does  it  mean? 

With  83,000  employees  in  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Agriculture,  why  is  the  Presi¬ 
dent  writing  to  his  “farmer  friends”  to 
get  statistics  about  the  “bad  fix”  we  are 
in? 

THE  DREAM  IS  ENDED 

This  is  the  troubled  state  of  mind  the 
corn  farmer  finds  himself  in  after  his  day 
with  Eisenhower. 

All  of  this,  of  course,  did  not  happen 
in  a  day.  But  the  analogy  of  the  bright 
day  of  promise  ending  with  storm  clouds 
all  around  is  a  valid  one. 

Our  job  now  is  to  help  the  President 
understand  how  it  happened.  The  ex¬ 
perience  has  been  too  painful  to  be  for¬ 
gotten.  To  prevent  the  impending 
storm,  we  need  to  control  the  causes.  We 
can  do  this  only  if  we  know  the  causes 
and  recognize  them. 

HOW  DID  IT  HAPPEN? 

Using  corn  as  our  example,  let  us  see 
what  happened  first  to  prices,  then  pro¬ 
duction,  and  finally  to  the  whole  farm 
economy. 

When  this  administration  assumed  of¬ 
fice,  corn  was  supported  at  90  percent  of 
parity.  During  the  previous  year,  the 
price  of  corn  averaged  95  percent  of 
parity.  Prices  were  still  holding  good 
during  the  early  winter  of  1953. 

There  was  no  reason  to  expect  change 
except  for  the  good.  The  corn  producer 
had  eveiy  reason  to  believe  that  he  could 
safety  fall  into  a  dreamlike  state  with 
nothing  but  prosperity  to  trouble  him 
in  the  years  ahead. 

CORN  PRICES  HELD  IN  1953 

In  1953,  the  level  of  price  support  at 
90  percent  of  parity  for  corn  was  $1.60 
a  bushel.  There  were  no  acreage  allot¬ 
ments  that  year  and  the  average  price 
received  by  fanners  for  the  1953  crop 
was  $1.51  a  bushel. 

In  his  farm  message  of  January  1954 
the  President  urged  flexible  supports  for 
corn  at  modernized— or  lowered— parity 
levels.  He  recommended  a  decrease  of 
1  percent  in  support  price  for  each  1 
percent  increase  in  supply  and  asked  for 
acieage  allotments.  For  other  grains, 
he  simply  asked  flexible  supports  to  be' 
fixed  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture. 


May  10 

COMPLIANCE  DECREASES 

Corn  marketing  quotas  were  repealed 
in  the  act  of  1954  without  having  been 
used.  Price  support  at  90  percent  of 
parity  was  continued  through  1954  with 
a  drop  to  85  percent  provided  for  1955. 

Acreage  allotments  for  1954  were  fixed 
at  46  million  acres  but  farmers  grew  54 
million  acres.  The  decrease  in  com¬ 
pliance  was  already  being  attributed  to 
the  threat  of  flexible  supports  in  1955. 
The  Secretary  of  Agriculture  merely 
said: 

There  were  certain  factors  that  tended  to 
reduce  compliance,  I  believe. 

He  did  not  elaborate  further  in  his 
testimony  before  our  subcommittee  in 
1955. 

PRODUCTION  UP;  PRICES  DOWN 

While  allotments  were  cut  back  for 
1955,  corn  production  again  increased 
as  the  rate  of  compliance  decreased  un¬ 
der  pressure  of  the  drop  in  support 
prices  and  in  the  market  price. 

The  coming  trouble  was  evidencing  it¬ 
self  in  1956.  This  was  the  first  year  of 
transitional  parity,  the  first  year  of  a 
price-support  to  noncooperating  farm¬ 
ers  in  the  commercial  corn  area,  and  a 
substantially  higher  price  support  to 
pi  oducers  in  the  noncommercial  corn 
areas. 

SUPPORT  up;  PARITY  DOWN 

In  February  1956,  the  Secretary  of 
Agriculture  announced  a  price  support 
based  on  transitional  parity  of  $1.40  per 
bushel  to  growers  keeping  within  allot- 
mid-April  it  was  increased 
to  $1.50,  which  amounted  to  86.2  percent 
of  transitional  parity. 

An  average  price  support  of  $1.25  was 
offered  to  noncooperating  farmers  in 
the  commercial  area.  This  amounted  to 
71.8  percent  of  transitional  parity. 

The  final  rate  to  cooperators  re¬ 
mained  $1.50  but  by  fall  it  represented 
84.3  percent  of  parity. 

noncommercial  supports 

The  final  1956  rate  to  growers  in  the 
noncommercial  corn  areas  was  also 
jacked  up— to  $1.24.  The  1956  act  pro¬ 
vided  that  noncommercial  areas  must 
get  at  least  82 y2  percent  of  the  rate  to 
cooperators  as  calculated  on  a  national 
basis.  Previously,  the  noncommercial 
area  rate  was  75  percent  of  the  commer¬ 
cial  area  rate.  The  new  language  lasted 
for  only  two  crops,  1956  and  1957. 

A  referendum  of  com  producers  in  the 
commercial  area  was  provided  by  the 
1956  act  to  determine  whether  they  fa¬ 
vored  the  old  acreage  allotment  and 
price  support  program  or  a  soil-bank 
com  base  of  51  million  acres.  Under  the 
latter  plan,  a  grower  could  get  support 
with  15  percent  of  his  acres  in  the  soil 
bank.  Supports  were  to  be  at  the  level 
the  Secretary  determined  would  assist 
growers  in  marketing  com  in  normal 
channels  of  trade  without  encouraging 

uneconomic  production  of  com. 

secretary’s  plan  voted  down 
Secretary  Benson  announced  in  No¬ 
vember  that  the  support  price  under  his 
plan  would  be  $1.31  a  bushel,  if  it  carried. 

If  it  did  not  cany,  the  minimum  support 
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to  growers  in  the  commercial  area  would 
be  $1.36  a  bushel.  No  assurance  was 
given  that  price  supports  would  be  avail¬ 
able  to  noncooperators. 

The  Secretary’s  plan  failed  to  receive 
the  necessary  majority. 

In  1957,  the  Secretary  announced  that 
support  to  cooperators  in  the  commercial 
area  would  be  $1.40  a  bushel — parity  had 
increased  enough  to  raise  it  4  cents — and 
support  to  noncooperators  in  the  com¬ 
mercial  area  was  to  be  $1.10.  Corn  in  the 
noncommercial  area  would  be  supported 
at  $1.27.  These  rates  remained  for  that 
season. 

SUPPORT  NONCOMMERCIAL,  NONCOMPLIANCE 

In  the  spring  of  1958,  Secretary  Ben¬ 
son  announced  the  minimum  1958  sup¬ 
port  at  $1.36  a  bushel  to  compilers  in  the 
commercial  area.  That  fall  he  an¬ 
nounced  that  the  support  would  be  made 
available  for  the  third  successive  year 
on  noncompliance  corn  in  the  commer¬ 
cial  area  at  an  average  rate  of  $1.06  a 
bushel.  Support  in  the  noncommercial 
area  went  back  to  the  old  level  based  on 
75  percent  of  the  commercial  area  rate. 

The  act  of  1958  set  the  pattern  for  1959 
and  1960.  A  referendum  was  scheduled 
for  December  to  give  commercial  farmers 
a  choice  between  the  old  program  or 
elimination  of  the  commercial  area  and 
allotments  and  price  support  at  90  per¬ 
cent  of  the  average  price  received  during 
the  previous  3  years.  Congress  insisted 
on  a  minimum  support  of  65  percent. 

SUPPORT  HITS  MINIMUM 

This  time  the  referendum  carried. 
Support  was  $1.12  a  bushel  to  all  pro¬ 
ducers.  This  was  90  percent  of  the  pre¬ 
vious  3 -year  average  price. 

In  Januray  1960  the  Secretary  an¬ 
nounced  corn  support  for  this  year  at 
$1.06  a  bushel.  This  is  the  minimum — 
65  percent  of  parity. 

What  is  the  result?  Corn  production 
climbed  to  3.8  billion  bushels  in  1958  and 
then  to  4.3  billion  bushels  in  1959,  and 
another  5-  to  10-percent  increase  for 
this  year. 

SUPPORT  down;  production  up 

With  reasonable  supports  and  allot¬ 
ments  removed  the  21 -percent  increase 


in  com  production  could  have  been  an¬ 
ticipated  by  the  Secretary  if  he  had  re¬ 
viewed  past  experience.  Following  is  a 
table  showing  the  level  of  price  support 
and  the  level  of  production  in  recent 
years : 


Table  1. — Support  price  on  corn,  corn  pro¬ 
duction,  1953-59 


Compliance 

Crop  year 

Support 

price 

Percent 
support 
price  is 
of  parity 

Corn  pro¬ 
duction 

1953 . 

$1.60 

90 

Thousand 

bushels 

3, 209, 896 

1954 . 

1.62 

90 

3, 057, 891 

1955_ . 

1.58 

87 

3, 229,  743 

1956 . . 

1.  50 

84 

3, 455,  283 

1957.. . . 

1.40 

77 

3, 422, 331 

1958 . . 

1.36 

77 

3, 800,  863 

1959 . 

1.12 

G) 

4, 361, 170 

1  90  percent  of  $1.25,  average  price  received  by  farmers 
in  calendar  year,  1956-58. 

Source:  Hearings,  Department  of  Agriculture  appro¬ 
priations  bill,  1961,  pt.  3,  pp.  193,  313. 

The  end  result  of  the  administration’s 
determined  effort  to  lower  supports  on 
corn  and  corn  prices  is  a  growing  ac¬ 
cumulation  of  corn  supplies.  This  causes 
yet  other  serious  problems  which  I  pro¬ 
pose  to  discuss.  The  carryover  stocks 
are  expensive  to  store  and  hang  as  a  con¬ 
stant  threat  over  the  livestock  market. 
In  addition,  the  farmer  scrambling  to 
save  himself  from  total  collapse  is  di¬ 
verting  lands  from  conservation  uses  in 
order  to  obtain  the  production  he  needs 
for  subsistence. 

At  the  end  of  the  1951-52  marketing 
year,  the  corn  carryover  was  486  million 
bushels.  The  carryover  at  the  end  of 
the  1959-60  marketing  year  is  expected 
to  be  2  billion  bushels. 

carryover  piles  up 

Except  for  oats,  the  other  grains  show 
a  similar  trend  but  nowhere  is  the  in¬ 
crease  in  carryover  more  dramatic  than 
it  is  in  the  case  of  corn. 

The  following  table  compares  the 
carryover  of  specified  grains  for  the 
marketing  years  1951-52,  1952-53,  and 
1959-60: 
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Table  2. — Carryover  of  specified  agricultural 
commodities  at  the  end  of  the  1951-52 
and  1952-53  marketing  years  and  estimated 
carryover  at  the  end  of  the  1959-60  mar¬ 
keting  year 

[In  millions] 


Commodity 

Date  of 
carry¬ 
over 

Carry¬ 
over  at 
end  of 
1951-52 

Esti¬ 
mated 
carry¬ 
over  at 
end  of 
1952-53 

Esti¬ 
mated 
carry¬ 
over  at 
end  of 
1959-60  ‘ 

Wheat.. 

.bushels.. 

July  1 

256 

560 

1,350 

Corn.... 

_ do _ 

Oct.  1 

486 

70?) 

2, 000 

Rye _ 

_ do _ 

July  1 

3.9 

4 

10 

Oats _ 

_ do _ 

283 

225 

Barley.. 

_ do _ 

.  _  _  do . 

73 

50 

160 

i  Estimated  carryover  at  the  end  of  1959-60  marketing 
year  is  based  partly  on  expected  disappearance  and  ex¬ 
ports  for  the  remainder  of  the  marketing  season.  The 
carryover  actually  realized  at  the  end  of  the  current  sea¬ 
son  may  vary  moderately  from  these  estimates  depending 
on  trends  in  consumption  and  exports  during  the  rest  of 
the  season. 

Source:  Hearings,  Department  of  Agriculture  appro¬ 
priation  bill,  1961,  pt.  3,  p.  280. 

Corn  and  feed  grains  today  make  up 
the  No.  1  agricultural  problem  of  this 
country  and  we  have  not  yet  felt  its  full 
force.  The  brunt  of  the  storage  problem 
will  be  delayed  2  years  and  more  because 
much  of  the  corn  will  be  held  on 
farms  under  ever-normal-granary  loans. 
These  are  loans  made  on  the  current 
year’s  crop  and  include  extensions  of 
loans  made  on  the  previous  year’s  crop. 

Reseal  programs  for  price -support 
loans  on  1959-crop  farm-stored  grains 
have  been  announced  on  corn,  barley, 
wheat,  and  grain  sorghums.  In  addition, 
price-support  reseal  loans  already  in 
effect  on  the  1958  grain  sorghums, 
wheat,  com,  barley  and  oats,  1957  wheat 
and  corn,  and  1956  corn  can  be  extended 
by  producers  for  another  year. 

CARRYOVER  BECOMES  SURPLUS 

From  past  experience,  we  know  that 
reasonable  stockpiles  are  necessary  both 
from  the  standpoint  of  stabilization  and 
emergency  situations.  We  are  reaching 
the  point,  however,  that  some  of  the 
carryover  is  actual  surplus  production. 
It  is  this  production  which  hangs  as  a 
constant  threat  over  the  market.  The 
following  table  describes  the  current  sit¬ 
uation  both  in  terms  of  desirable  carry¬ 
over  and  surplus  carryover: 


Table  3. — Indicated  surplus  in  carryover  stocks  for  1960 


[In  millions  of  bushels] 


Commodity 

Estimated  supply — disposition,  1959-60 

Desirable 
carryover  1 

(8) 

Surplus 
carryover 
in  1960  i 

(9) 

Beginning 
stocks,  1959 

(1) 

Production 

(2) 

Total 

supplies 

(including 

imports) 

(3) 

Utilization,  1959-60 

Ending 

stocks, 

1960 

(7) 

Domestic 

(4) 

Exports 

(5) 

Total 

(6) 

Wheat _ _ - 

1,279 

1,128 

2, 415 

625 

465 

1,090 

1,325 

500 

825 

Corn _ .' _ 

1,530 

4, 361 

6,892 

3,702 

240 

3,942 

1,950 

800 

1, 150 

Grain  sorghums _ 

510 

579 

1, 090 

405 

110 

515 

675 

50 

525 

Barley _ 

195 

420 

635 

360 

115 

475 

160 

100 

60 

62 

538 

600 

435 

125 

560 

40 

40 

368 

1, 074 

1, 445 

1, 208 

37 

1,245 

200 

200 

Rye . . . . . 

13 

21 

38 

24 

6 

29 

9 

5 

4 

Flaxseed _ ... 

15 

22 

37 

26 

7 

33 

4 

5 

-1 

1  There  are  no  official  figures  for  desirable  carryover  or  surplus  carryover  stocks.  Source:  Hearings,  Department  of  Agriculture  appropriation  bill,  1961,  pt.  3,  p.  753; 
ITowever,  under  existing  conditions  at  home  and  abroad,  desirable  carryover  stocks 
should  be  approximately  in  line  with  the  amounts  shown  here. 
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The  increase  in  Commodity  Credit 
stocks  as  a  result  of  the  increasing  car¬ 
ryover  inevitably  results  in  an  increase 
in  storage  costs.  These,  again,  are  costs 
charged  to  the  American  farmer  in  al¬ 


most  every  discussion  of  the  subject  but 
from  which  he  receives  little  direct 
benefit. 

STORAGE  COSTS  MOUNTS 

For  example,  the  July  1,  1959,  corn  in- 

Tabi.e  4 


ventory  of  1,043,676,000  bushels  resulted 
in  a  storage  cost  of  $133,541,000  for  fis¬ 
cal  year  1959.  The  following  table 
shows  the  inventory  for  each  year  and 
the  cost  of  storage : 


Quantity  of  price-support  corn  in  inventory  at  beginning  of  fiscal  year  and  total  storage  costs  recorded  during  fiscal  years  1951  through  1955 

[AU  figures  in  thousands] 


Commodity 

Unit  of  measure 

Inven¬ 
tory  July 
1,  1950 

Storage 
cost  fiscal 
year  1951 

Inven¬ 
tory  July 
1, 1951 

Storage 
cost  fiscal 
year  1952 

Inven¬ 
tory  July 
1,  1952 

Storage 
cost  fiscal 
year  1953 

Inven¬ 
tory  July 
1,  1953 

Storage 
cost  fiscal 
year  1954 

Inven¬ 
tory  July 
1,  1954 

Storage 
cost  fiscal 
year  1955 

Inven¬ 
tory  July 
1,  1955 

Corn . 

332, 460 

$30, 577 

413,423 

$28,297 

313, 895 

$19, 584 

228,  029 

$14, 284 

364, 939 

$53, 626 

580, 724 

Quantity  of  price  support  corn  in  inventory  at  beginning  and  end  of  fiscal  year  and  total  storage  costs  recorded  during  fiscal  years  1956 

through  1959  • 


TA11  figures  in  thousands] 


Commodity 

Unit  of  measure 

Inventory, 
July  1, 1955 

Storage 
cost,  fiscal 
year  1956 

Inventory, 
July  1,1956 

Storage 
cost,  fiscal 
year  1957 

Inventory, 
July  1,1957 

Storage 
cost,  fiscal 
year  1958 

Inventory, 
July  1,1958 

Storage 
cost,  fiscal 
year  1959 

Inventory, 
July  1, 1959 

Cora . _ . . . 

Bushel 

580, 724 

$71, 532 

$116,  659 

803, 256 

$139, 978 

1, 028, 032 

- - 

$133,  541 

1, 043, 076 

Source:  Hearings,  Department  of  Agriculture  appropriations  bill,  1961,  pt.  3,  pp.  484,  486. 


CORN  RATES  CLIMB 

The  tremendous  increase  in  costs  is 
not  accounted  for  solely  by  the  great  in¬ 
crease  in  inventories.  The  rate  paid  per 
bushel  has  also  increased  steadily  under 
the  storage  agreements.  Increased  costs 
of  labor  and  material  have  undoubtedly 
attributed  to  the  increase.  The  follow¬ 
ing  table  shows  the  change  in  rates  for 
corn,  which  increased  from  13.25  cents 
per 'bushel  in  1952  to  18.89  cents  in  1959: 

Table  5. — Annual  storage  rates  paid  per 
bushel  of  corn  in  commercial  storage 


Year:  Rate 

July  1,  1951,  to  May  31,  1952. $0.  1325 

June  1-30,  1952 _  .  1590 

July  1,  1952,  to  June  30,  1953—  .1590 

July  1,  1953,  to  May  31,  1954 _  .  1050 

June  1-30,  1954 _ , _  .  1824 

July  1,  1954,  to  June  30,  1955 _  .  1824 

July  1,  1955,  to  May  31,  1956 _  .1824 

June  1,  1956,  to  June  30,  1957 _  .  1889 

July  1,  1957,  to  June  30,  1958 _  .1889 

July  1,  1958,  to  Dec.  31,  1959 _  .  1889 


Source:  Department  of  Agriculture  ap¬ 
propriations  bill  hearings,  1961,  pt.  3,  p. 

377. 

Overall  storage  and  handling  costs  for 
all  commodities  increased  from  $73.3 
million  in  fiscal  year  1952  to  $481.7  mil¬ 
lion  in  fiscal  year  1959.  It  is  appropriate 
to  note  at  this  point  that  net  income  to 
the  farmer  dropped  24  percent  during 
the  same  period.  Estimated  storage 
charges  for  fiscal  year  1960  are  $612  mil¬ 
lion  and  they  are  expected  to  be  over 
$700  million  for  1961  unless  something  is 
done  to  corect  the  situation. 

As  I  have  said,  increased  costs  have 
undoubtedly  made  some  increases  nec¬ 
essary.  Our  subcommittee  has  watched 
developments  closely,  however,  and  there 
are  questionable  practices  which  have 
contributed  to  this  situation. 

examples  or  waste 

In  1955,  for  example,  over  16  million 
bushels  of  corn  were  moved  from  the 


Midwest  to  the  west  coast  at  a  cost  to 
the  Government  of  over  $8  million,  even 
though  vacant  space  remained  at  the 
locations  from  which  it  was  shipped. 

In  other  instances,  we  learned  that 
storage  charges  paid  to  some  warehouses 
from  1957  to  1959  were  sufficiently  high 
to  allow  operators  to  recover  their  in¬ 
vestment  in  buildings  and  equipment 
in  2  years. 

In  some  cases  usable  Government  bins 
were  leased  by  Commodity  Credit  Cor¬ 
poration  to  private  persons  and  were  re¬ 
rented  for  storage  of  Government-owned 
grain. 

INEFFICIENCY  CHARGED  TO  FARMER 

No  one  will  condone  such  practices  as 
the  “efficient  and  effective”  conduct  of 
business  which  is  required  by  the  charter 
of  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation. 

Farmers  themselves  are  the  first  to 
suffer  from  costly  and  ineffective  pro¬ 
grams  which  only  create  new  problems 
without  solving  those  already  at  hand. 

The  problem  has  meaning  for  a  State 
like  mine,  Minnesota,  in  which  farmers 
receive  74.5  percent  of  their  income  from 
livestock  and  livestock  products  and  25.5 
percent  from  crops.  Minnesota  farmers 
are  familiar  with  the  agricultural  adage 
that  cheap  feed  means  cheap  livestock. 
This  has  been  hammered  home  to  them 
by  experience. 

STOCKS  HANG  OVER  MARKET 

Farmers  who  depend  upon  livestock 
and  livestock  products  as  a  major  soui’ce 
of  income  have  a  right  to  be  uneasy 
about  the  mounting  stocks  of  feed  grains. 
Those  who  produce  cattle,  hogs,  dairy 
products,  and  eggs  may  well  be  con¬ 
cerned  if  such  stocks  can  be  made  avail¬ 
able  at  any  moment  to  others  who  could 
convert  them  into  livestock  and  live¬ 
stock  products.  In  the  past  2  years  we 
have  seen  the  warning  signs  in  the  vio¬ 
lent  fluctuations  in  feed  prices  because 
of  these  available  feed  stocks. 


The  following  table  relates  corn  pro¬ 
ductions  and  the  number  of  hogs  raised 
from  1952  through  1959: 


Table  6. — Corn  production,  number  of  pigs 
raised,  1952-59 


Year 

Cora  pro¬ 
duction 

Pigs 

raised 

1952 . 

Thousand 

bushels 

3. 291, 994 
3, 209,  896 
3, 057,  891 
3, 229,  743 
3,455, 283 
3, 422, 331 

3, 800,  863 
4, 361, 170 

Thousand 

head 

1953 . 

1954 . 

1955 . 

1956.,: . 

1957 . 

1958 . 

1959...  . 

-LUJ.y  OwU 

Source:  Hearings,  Department  of 
priations  bill,  1961,  pt.  3,  p.  313. 


Agriculture  appro- 


What  this  means  to  agriculture  in  dol¬ 
lars  and  cents  can  readily  be  seen  in  the 
average  prices  received  by  farmers  for 
these  products.  On  November  1,  1952, 
the  average  price  received  for  corn  was 
$1.49.  By  January  15,  1960,  it  had 
dropped  to  98  cents  a  bushel. 


HOG  PRICES  DROP 

Farmers  received  an  average  of  $17.65 
per  hundredweight  for  hogs  on  Novem¬ 
ber  1,  1952.  The  average  price  per  hun¬ 
dredweight  on  January  15,  1960,  was 
$12.10. 

The  same  pattern  is  repeated  for 
other  feed  grains,  as  well  as  for  most  of 
the  commodities  sold  by  farmers.  This 
is  evidence  enough  that  the  tremendous 
expenditures  of  this  administration  on 
what  it  calls  farm  programs  have  only 
contributed  to  one  failure  after  another. 
Farmers  may  well  question  the  motives 
of  those  who  charge  them  with  such 
great  costs  from  which  they  benefit  so 
little. 

FEED  PRICES  STILL  DECLINING 

That  lower  livestock  and  poultry  prices 
tend  to  further  depress  grain  prices 
is  evident  from  the  recent  issue  of  the 


1960 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD  —  HOUSE 


9183 


Peed  Situation,  a  bimonthly  publication 
of  the  Agricultural  Marketing  Service. 
The  April  1960  report  says: 

Big  feed  grain  supplies,  lower  average 
prices  for  livestock  and  poultry,  and  reduced 
demand  for  commercially  prepared  feeds,  es¬ 
pecially  poultry  and  hog  feeds,  have  been 
bearish  factors  in  the  market.  Peed  grain 
prices  have  made  less  than  their  normal  sea¬ 
sonal  rise  since  last  fall.  In  mid-March  the 
index  of  prices  received  by  farmers  for  feed 
grains  was  4  percent  below  a  year  earlier. 
The  index  of  wholesale  prices  of  high-protein 
feed  averaged  8  percent  lower  in  March  this 
year  than  last. 

MANAGEMENT,  CONSERVATION  SUFFER 

The  consequences  do  not  end  here. 
When  more  production  is  needed  to 
maintain  a  bare  subsistence  income  be¬ 
cause  of  lower  prices,  both  farm  man¬ 
agement  and  soil  conservation  suffer. 

Some  will  say  we  had  the  soil  bank 
with  its  acreage  reserve  and  conserva¬ 
tion  reserve.  This,  they  try  to  tell  us, 
not  only  controlled  production  but  con¬ 
served  soil.  My  answer  is  that  you  do 
not  bring  production  into  balance  with 
demand  by  setting  aside  all  of  the  mar¬ 
ginal  land  in  the  country.  Very  little 
high  productive  land  has  gone  into  the 
soil  bank  as  it  was  administered.  In  my 
own  State  of  Minnesota,  we  planted  more 
acres  of  corn  when  the  acreage  reserve 
was  in  operation  than  we  did  without  it. 

Corn  acreage  planted  jumped  from 
74,513,000  acres  in  1958  to  85,530,000 
acres  in  1959.  In  Minnesota,  during 
this  period,  alfalfa  acreage  dropped  25,- 
000  acres  and  all  hay  planted  was  down 
almost  86,000  acres.  The  harvested 
acreage  of  all  hay  in  the  United  States 
dropped  from  75,360,000  acres  in  1954 
to  69,404,000  acres  in  1959.  During  the 
corresponding  period,  all  hay  in  Minne¬ 
sota  dropped  by  500,000  acres. 

HAY  ACREAGE  DECLINES 

The  following  table,  supplied  in  our 
hearings  at  my  request,  tells  its  own 
story  about  the  trend  in  Minnesota  and 
the  Nation  in  the  first  year  the  new  pro¬ 
gram  on  corn  was  in  effect: 


Table  7 

[In  thousands] 


1958 

1959 

Acre¬ 

age 

(acres) 

Produc¬ 

tion 

(tons) 

Acre¬ 

age 

(acres) 

Produc¬ 

tion 

(tons) 

Minnesota: 

Alfalfa  and  alfalfa 
mix  for  hay . 

2, 253 

4,957 

2, 230 

4,906 

All  hav . . 

3,505 

6,663 

3,382 

6,  403 

United  States: 

Alfalfa  and  alfalfa 
mix  for  hay _ 

29,864 

67,  247 

28, 740 

64, 739 

All  hay _ 

73,  004 

121,  819 

69, 404 

112,  764 

Source:  Crop  production,  1959  annual  summary 
(AMS). 

Hearings,  Department  of  Agriculture  appropriations 
bill,  1961,  pt.  3,  p.  547. 

There  is  no  intent  to  imply  that  the 
result  is  already  disastrous.  An  unfor¬ 
tunate  trend  has  been  established,  how¬ 
ever,  and  it  bears  watching  by  all  who 
are  concerned  in  promoting  sound  con¬ 
servation  practices.  It  is  another  trend 
reversed  and  we  can  only  hope  it  does 
not  have  the  same  meaning  we  have 
witnessed  in  some  of  the  other  reversals 
we  have  examined  today. 

INCOME  ESSENTIAL  TO  CONSERVATION 

When  farmers  are  driven  to  abandon 
soil  and  water  conservation  practices  in 
a  desperate  effort  to  preserve  a  bare 
level  of  existence,  the  whole  Nation  will 
inevitably  suffer.  Technology  has  pro¬ 
vided  the  tools  of  conservation  but  a 
reasonable  and  stable  income  is  one  of 
the  essentials  to  proper  use  of  these  tools. 

Corn  is  a  ready  example  of  what  is 
happening  to  one  of  our  most  important 
crops.  For  the  past  decade  the  value 
of  our  corn  production  has  been  at  or 
above  the  $4  billion  mark.  It  is  grown 
on  more  acres  than  any  other  crop  with 
the  exception  of  pasture  land. 

CORN  IS  A  MAJOR  CROP 

Corn  produces  more  than  two-thirds 
of  a  hog,  more  than  one-third  of  a 
chicken.  It  produces  13  percent  of  a 
beef  steer  and  about  8  percent  of  a  quart 
of  milk.  The  Department  of  Agriculture 


experts  have  told  us  that  1,000  bushels 
of  corn  is  equivalent  to  enough  meat, 
milk,  and  eggs  to  supply  one  person  with 
food  energy  for  20  years. 

The  basic  uses  of  corn  are  food  for 
man  and  feed  for  livestock  but  it  has 
hundreds  of  other  uses.  Products  made 
from  corn  are  in  the  books  we  read,  the 
paper  we  write  on,  the  rugs  on  our  floor. 
Corn  is  used  in  the  mines,  in  the  steel 
plants,  in  the  chemical  factories,  in  ex¬ 
plosives,  in  textiles,  and  in  the  airplanes 
that  fly  overhead. 

First  and  foremost,  however,  corn  re¬ 
mains  a  basic  food  crop  and  what  hap¬ 
pens  to  it  and  the  other  feed  grains  has 
consequence  for  all  of  American  agricul¬ 
ture. 

CORN  FAILURE  IS  SYMBOL 

What  has  happened  to  corn  in  the 
agricultural  economy  is  just  one  example 
of  the  Eisenhower  administration’s  lack 
of  understanding  and  cynical  disregard 
of  farm  facts.  How  else  could  it  fail  to 
profit  from  the  experience  of  the  Hoover 
administration’s  Farm  Board? 

The  corn  program  approved  and 
adopted  by  Secretary  Benson  is  as  inept 
and  wasteful  as  anything  we  have  wit¬ 
nessed  since  the  failure  of  the  Farm 
Board.  What  causes  us  most  concern  is 
that  the  worst  is  yet  to  come.  If  the 
Nation’s  agriculture — livestock,  poultry, 
and  crop  producers — can  continue  to 
operate  under  this  legacy  of  chaos  it  will 
indeed  be  a  miracle. 

THIS  IS  THE  RECORD 

The  sorry  record  of  the  consequences 
these  policies  have  had  for  all  agricul¬ 
ture  does  not  need  to  be  discussed  here 
in  all  of  its  dismal  and  discouraging  de¬ 
tail.  The  Secretary  of  Agriculture  him¬ 
self  has  done  this  for  us  in  a  table  which 
he  supplied  for  the  record  of  our  hear¬ 
ings.  It  is  a  comparison  of  the  average 
prices  received  by  farmers  in  the  United 
States  on  November  1,  1952,  on  January 
15,  1953,  and  January  15,  1960.  Mr. 
Chairman,  sad  to  say,  it  speaks  for  it¬ 
self: 


Table  8. — Average  prices  received  by  farmers  for  farm  products,  United  States 


Commodity  and  unit 

Estimated, 
Nov.  1,  19521 

Estimated, 
Jan.  15,  1953 

Estimated, 
Jan.  15,  1960 

Commodity  and  unit 

Estimated, 
Nov.  1,  19521 

Estimated, 
Jan.  15,  1953 

Estimated, 
Jan.  15,  19G0 

Wheat,  per  bushel _ _ 

$2. 10 

1.  76 

$2. 10 
1.65 
6.43 

1.  48 
.821 
1.37 
2.74 

26  40 

$1.78 

.925 

4. 77 
.979 

$1.50 

1.92 

$1.15 

2.  86 

$2. 06 
1.36 

Rye,  per  bushel  ...  _ _ _ 

Rice  (rough),  per  hundredweight _ 

Corn,  per  bushel. . . . 

6. 92 

1.  49 

Hogs,  per  hundredweight _ _ 

17. 65 

21.65 

17.  80 

19.  70 

12. 10 
20. 30 

Oats,  per  bushel _ _ _ 

Barley,  per  bushel . . . . 

Sorghum  grain,  per  hundredweight . 

Hay,  all  baled,  per  ton.  . . . 

.836 
1.42 
2.84  ' 

25.80 

.685 

.848 

1.53 

22.  20 

Veal  calves,  per  hundredweight _ 

Sheep,  per  hundredweight . . . 

Lambs,  per  hundredweight _ 

23.70 

7.49 

21.55 

.729 

23.40 

8.40 

20.30 

.683 

24. 

5.74 

17.80 

.597 

Cotton,  American  Upland,  per  pound _ 

.3541 

.2979 

.293 

All  milk,  wholesale,  per  hundredweight A 

5.  30 

‘4.89 

4.36 

Cotton,  American-Egyptian,  per  pound.. 

1.08 

1 

.531 

Milk,  retail,  per  quart  A  -  . . 

.213 

.211 

.217 

70.  20 

65. 30 

2.  69 

39.60 

2.01 

.253 

.265 

.163 

Soybean,  per  bushel _ 

2.71 

.333 

.336 

.282 

Peanuts,  per  pound _ 

.111 

-  .  100 

.  101 

.511 

.458 

.296 

Flaxseed,  "per  "bushel _ 

3.74 

3.70 

31.2 

Wool,  "per  pound . . 

.501 

.510 

.425 

Potatoes,  per  bushel _ _ 

Swcetpotatoes,  per  bushel .  . . 

Beans,  dry  edible,  per  hundredweight _ 

2. 14 

3. 02 

8.  48 
5.78 

2. 06 
3.06 

8. 46 
6.09 

2. 10 

3.  51 
7.50 
3.92 

INDEX  NUMBERS  (1910-14=100) 

Prices  received  from  farmers . . 

280 

267 

231 

2. 77 

3.  21 

2. 14 

282 

282 

299 

Grapefruit,  per  box  2_ . . 

1.01 

.83 

.95 

99 

95 

77 

1  Average  of  prices  received  Oct.  15  and  Nov.  15  except  grapefruit,  which  is  Oct.  15. 
s  Equivalent  on-tree  for  all  methods  of  sale. 

5  Estimated  average  price  for  the  month  for  all  milk  sold  at  wholesale  to  plants  and 
dealers. 

*  Preliminary. 


6  Sold  by  farmers  directly  to  consumers. 

Source:  Agricultural  Marketing  Service,  Mar.  28,  1960. 

Hearings,  Department  of  Agriculture  appropriations  hearings,  1961,  p.t  3,  p.  279. 
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If  ever  there  was  a  time  for  a  change, 
It  is  now.  Continuation  of  the  present 
policies  must  ultimately  force  the  Amer¬ 
ican  farmer  into  a  tightly  regulated  and 
regimented  system  of  agriculture  or  into 
economic  peonage.  This  has  been  the 
fate  of  a  depressed  agriculture  in  almost 
every  civilized  nation  in  the  world.  The 
consequences  will  not  be  suffered  only 
by  those  who  till  the  soil  but  by  the 
entire  Nation.  When  farmers  are  forced 
by  a  cost-price  squeeze  to  destroy  their 
soil  resources,  the  entire  Nation  and  its 
future  generations  are  impoverished. 


May  10 


AGRICULTURE  IS  BASIC  INDUSTRY 

Despite  the  disregard  in  which  It  is 
held  by  this  administration,  agriculture 
is  still  the  most  important  single  indus¬ 
try  in  the  United  States,  the  major 
source  of  our  food  and  raw  materials, 
and  one  of  industry’s  largest  customers. 

Our  Subcommittee  on  Agricultural 
Appropriations  has  been  fighting  alter¬ 
nately  a  delaying  and  then  a  holding 
action  against  the  onslaught  of  admin¬ 
istrative  power.  The  bill  before  you  to¬ 
day  represents  another  battle  in  this 
cold  war.  We  have  tried  to  meet  the 
needs  of  modern  agriculture  by  writing 
workable  laws  and  providing  the  funds 
to  administer  them.  Unfortunately,  we 
have  not  always  won. 

subcommittee  efforts  opposed 

What  comfort  we  have  we  take  in  con¬ 
sideration  of  how  much  worse  things 
might  have  been.  We  have  tried  to  pre¬ 
serve  some  semblance  of  working  pro¬ 
grams  even  when  overwhelmed  by  mal¬ 
administration  and  deliberate  contempt 
for  the  intent  of  Congress.  I  say  to  you 
in  all  sincerity,  I  wish  we  had  been  more 
successful.  I  am  sorry  to  report  that 
some  of  the  funds  we  have  provided  have 
been  squandered  to  the  detriment  of  the 
farmer  and  in  total  disregard  of  our 
purposes. 

We  can  no  longer  afford  the  luxury 
of  do-nothingism  and  the  extravagance 
of  hesitation  and  confusion.  Not  only 
the  welfare  of  our  basic  industry  is  at 
stake.  It  involves  the  welfare  of  every 
man,  woman,  and  child  who  eat  their 
daily  bread  in  the  secure  knowledge  that 
our  soil,  in  the  providence  of  God,  con¬ 
tains  untold  wealth  if  we  are  both  wise 
and  good  in  its  use. 

Mr.  ANDERSEN  of  Minnesota.  Mr. 
Chairman,  I  yield  1  minute  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Illinois  [Mr.  ArendsI. 

[Mr.  ARENDS  addressed  the  Commit- 
tee.  His  remarks  will  appear  hereafter 
in  the  Appendix.] 

Mr.  ANDERSEN  of  Minnesota.  Mr. 
Chairman,  I  yield  15  minutes  to  the 
gentleman  from  Washington  [Mr 
Horan], 

(Mr.  HORAN  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

,,  M*'-.  HORAN.  Mi-.  Chairman,  I  take 
this  time  to  make  some  observations  and 
to  perhaps  have  a  little  colloquy  with  mv 
chairman.  * 

It  has  been  a  pleasure  to  serve  with  the 
gentleman  from  Mississippi  [Mr.  Whit¬ 
ten],  and  the  other  members  of  this  sub- 

®°"Hnit.tee>  and  1  want  to  at  this  time 
paiticularly  pay  my  respects  to  two  of 


our  hard-working  clerks,  Mr.  Pope  and 
Mr.  Gunnels. 

The  responsibilities  of  the  Appropria¬ 
tions  Committee  are  not  in  themselves 
legislative,  but  we  do  have  a  responsibil¬ 
ity  to  point  out  to  the  House  in  our 
report  on  these  bills  the  need  for  amend¬ 
ing  present  legislation  or  even  the  need 
for  new  legislation. 

Out  my  way  we  have  no  Government 
storage  at  all.  Up  until  a  sorry  incident 
of  about  6  weeks  ago  we  had  a  very  fine 
record  as  to  honesty  and  good  storage 
practices. 

I  would  like  to  ask  the  chairman  a 
question  at  this  point.  In  our  dealing 
with  this  storage  problem,  it  was  not  the 
intention  of  the  subcommittee  to  handi¬ 
cap  or  in  any  way  criticize  our  old  line 
storage  people,  such  as  cooperatives  and 
that  sort  of  thing. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  if  the 
gentleman  will  yield,  certainly  we  did 
not.  However,  we  did  recognize  the  total 
cost  and  that  there  should  be  some  at¬ 
tention  given  to  holding  the  cost  in  line. 
I  think  the  gentleman  would  agree  with 
me,  whether  it  was  an  old  line  ware¬ 
house  or  not,  that  the  ideal  situation 
would  be  to  keep  the  warehouse  full  the 
year  around,  rather  than  on  a  30-day 
basis.  We  tried  to  limit  our  directives  to 
holding  the  total  cost  down.  I  think, 
however,  the  big  warehouse  might  have 
definite  means  of  storing  grain  at  a  flat 
rate  per  month,  and  that  is  the  sort  of 
th’ng  we  directed  our  attention  to. 

Mr.  HORAN.  I  do  not  want  to  be¬ 
labor  the  point  too  much.  Of  course,  in 
a  period  of  3  years  we  will  have  paid  out 
in  excess  of  $1%  billion  of  American 
money  for  storage  of  surplus  commodi¬ 
ties,  and  that  certainly  dictates  to  me 
the  need  for  remedial  legislation,  and  I 
hope  that  that  is  the  thing  that  we  have 
pointed  out  this  afternoon. 

Now,  on  page  216  of  part  II  of  our 
hearings,  we  have  a  complete  report 
covering  many  pages  of  the  operations 
under  Public  Law  480.  And,  on  page 
19  of  the  committee  report  here  we  have 
a  considerable  discussion  of  the  opera¬ 
tions  under  Public  Law  480,  and  if  the 
chairman  will  respond,  I  would  like  to 
get  his  reaction  to  what  is  intended  I 
was  referring  to  the  report  on  page  19 
where  it  says,  “Everybody  but  the  farmer 
benefits  from  Public  Law  480.”  I  would 
like  to  have  your  comments  on  that  at 
this  time. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  May  I  say  to  the 
gentleman  that  I  worked  rather  hard  on 
this  report.  I  would  not  say  that  there 
is  no  benefit  to  the  farmer.  What  we 
are  trying  to  say  is  that  everybody  else 
profits  to  a  greater  degree.  Really,  with 
what  we  are  now  giving  away  virtually 
under  Public  Law  480,  if  production  were 
pulled  back  and  the  farmer’s  price  re¬ 
lated  in  some  degree  to  his  cost,  the 
farmer  would  be  a  great  deal  better  off. 

H,  what  we  are  now  giving  away  under 
Public  Law  480,  we  were  selling  so  that 
it  would  follow  normal  channels  and  be¬ 
come  available  to  people,  it  would  be 
much  less  costly.  As  the  gentleman 
well  knows,  most  all  the  Public  Law  480 
sales  are  made  to  foreign  governments 
and  the  governments  then  in  turn  sells 
them  for  what  the  traffic  will  bear.  For 


instance,  I  know  of  one  country  where 
they  bought  the  commodities  and  in  turn 
sold  them  and  reaped  a  tremendous 
profit. 

Mr.  HORAN.  In  no  way  did  you  in¬ 
tend  to  close  the  doors  of  Public  Law 
480  in  the  export  field? 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  It  is  beyond  our  con¬ 
trol.  They  have  the  authority  to  dis¬ 
pose  of  these  commodities,  and  there  is 
nothing  we  can  do  about  it  except  sign 
the  check  and  complain.  So,  this  is  our 
complaint. 

Mr.  HORAN.  We  have  a  pretty  good 
export  market  as  reflected  in  the  hear¬ 
ings.  Our  exports  of  agricultural  com¬ 
modities  for  the  present  year  are  ex¬ 
pected  to  be  $4.2  billion,  of  which  $2  9 
billion  are  exported  for  dollars.  But 
where  Public  Law  480  is  important,  it  is 
very  important  to  those  of  us  who  have 
wheat  districts,  because  under  Public 
Law  480  about  61  percent  of  our  wheat  is 
exported.  Thirty-three  percent  of  our 
cotton,  49  percent  of  our  rice  and  73 
percent  of  our  cottonseed  and  soybean 
oil. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  HORAN.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  May  I  say  that,  as 
long  as  we  hrve  our  production  plant 
built  up  the  way  it  is,  and  as  long  as  we 
have  nothing  except  existing  laws,  I  think 
the  American  farmer  if  we  did  not  have 
this  outlet  would  be  in  a  terrible  situa¬ 
tion.  I  do  think  that  we  need  to  point 
out  that  the  maximum  benefits  go  else¬ 
where  and  that  somewhere  along  the  line 
we  owe  it  to  ourselves  and  the  farmer  to 
pull  our  production  in  line,  so  that  the 
farmer  will  not  be  dependent  upon  this 
outlet,  and  so  that  the  Treasury  will 
not  be  financing  this  outlet.  In  other 
words,  ,we  need  to  recognize  that  this  is 
an  emergency  program  and  is  not  a  long- 
range  cure  of  the  problem. 

Mr.  HORAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  want 
to  say  to  the  committee  that  last  Friday 
the  full  Committee  on  Appropriations 
took  what  I  think  is  a  good  step.  They 
appointed  a  special  subcommittee  to 
study  the  use  of  these  foreign  currencies 
that  are  generated  under  Public  Law 
480.  Our  subcommittee  feels  that  one 
of  the  primary  reasons  for  having  Public 
Law  480  was  the  market  development 
work  and  I  hope  that  that  is  protected. 

On  page  218  of  part  2  of  the  hearings 
you  will  see  a  list  of  the  proposals  to 
spend  these  foreign  currencies  which  are 
resting  comfortably  in  our  Treasury  now, 
and  more  or  less  the  whole  Committee’ 
on  Appropriations  has  denied  these  funds 
except  in  their  use  for  agricultural  mar¬ 
ket  development  work. 

Mr.  Chairman,  there  is  one  other  mat¬ 
ter  I  would  like  to  discuss  here.  There 
has  been  some  discussion  about  the  pes¬ 
ticide  investigation.  We  had  a  colloquy 
with  the  chairman  of  the  subcommittee 
when  he  spoke,  on  that  subject.  Of 
course,  a  lot  of  it  was  generated  because 
of  the  cranberry  fiasco  last  fall.  It 
seemed  that  practically  everybody  who 
came  before  our  subcommittee  used  that 
as  an  argument  for  justification  so  we 
did  not  go  along  entirely  with  the  budg¬ 
et  request,  because  we  felt  that  some  co¬ 
ordination  .  should  exist  between  Food 
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and  Drug,  Public  Health  and  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Agriculture,  that  each  should 
know  what  the  other  is  doing. 

The  committee  felt  it  was  necessary 
to  cut  this  request  for  approximately 
$1,500,000  of  additional  funds  to  carry 
on  research  to  avoid  pesticide  residues. 
The  committee  recommends  an  increase 
of  $250,000.  I  am  sure  that  every  mem¬ 
ber  of  the  committee  agrees  that  residues 
from  pesticides  and  other  chemicals  used 
in  agriculture  are  one  of  the  greatest 
difficulties  facing  American  agriculture 
and  American  consumers. 

Production  of  commercial  quantities  of 
many  of  our  most  popular  fruits  and 
vegetables  would  be  impossible  without 
pesticides.  The  apple  crop  would  be  al¬ 
most  a  total  loss,  and  the  same  would  be 
true  for  peaches.  Potatoes  and  tomatoes 
would  be  cut  drastically.  The  small 
quantities  of  acceptable  fruits  and  vege¬ 
tables  would  sell  at  prices  way  out  of 
reach  of  the  average  American. 

We  might  as  well  face  the  facts  about 
the  need  for  chemicals  in  our  present 
state  of  knowledge  concerning  insects, 
diseases,  and  other  pests.  We  also  have 
to  face  the  fact  that  it  is  almost  impos¬ 
sible  to  control  these  pests  with  chemi¬ 
cals  without  leaving  some  residues  that 
should  be  avoided.  Recent  techniques 
are  able  to  detect  traces  of  residues  that 
were  not  even  suspected  a  few  years  ago. 
The  only  answer  to  this  situation  is  more 
research. 

In  the  Agricultural  Research  Service 
today  we  have  some  of  the  world’s  most 
able  scientists.  They  have  already  dem¬ 
onstrated  their  ability  to  think  up  new 
ways  to  control  pests  without  chemicals, 
as  illustrated  by  the  eradication  of  the 
screw  worm  fly  in  Florida.  They  now 
propose  a  hard-hitting  research  program 
to  make  fuller  use  of  biological  controls, 
insect  sterility,  and  new  materials  such 
as  attractants,  repellants,  and  hormones. 

This  pew  research  would  not  take  the 
place  of  that  done  by  the  chemical  com¬ 
panies.  They  would  continue  their  work 
of  development  and  testing.  The  De¬ 
partment  should  direct  its  energies  to 
finding  new  ways  to  control  insects  with¬ 
out  chemicals  or  by  developing  new 
chemicals  that  do  not  leave  harmful 
residues 

Mr.  LIPSCOMB.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  HORAN.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man. 

Mr.  LIPSCOMB.  I  take  this  time,  Mr. 
Chairman,  to  ask  a  question  of  the 
Chairman  of  the  subcommittee.  On 
page  31  of  the  report,  under  Foreign 
Agricultural  Service,  there  is  a  para¬ 
graph  which  reads  as  follows : 

The  increase  includes  an  additional  $800,- 
000  to  cover  by  direct  appropriation  for  the 
first  time  certain  attache  expenses  paid  in 
prior  years  from  foreign  currency  alloca¬ 
tions; 

Does  this  mean  that  the  United  States 
Government  is  now  going  to  spend  dol¬ 
lars  for  certain  attache  expenses  that  in 
the  past  have  been  paid  for  out  of  for¬ 
eign  currencies? 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Only  to  the  degree 
that  circumstances  have  made  it  neces¬ 
sary.  In  other  words,  heretofore  we  have 
had  foreign  currencies  available  in  a 


number  of  Western  European  countries 
and  elsewhere,  in  countries  which  no 
longer  qualify  for  Public  Law  480  com¬ 
modities  which  generate  these  curren¬ 
cies.  So  we  have  directed  this  agency 
to  use  foreign  currencies  to  the  fullest 
extent  possible.  But  in  some  of  those 
cases,  countries  which  were  formerly 
financed  that  way  do  not  have  the  cur¬ 
rencies  available.  So  we  anticipate  that 
out  of  the  $800,000  they  will  use  foreign 
currencies  to  the  fullest  extent  possible. 
But  we  did  not  want  the  absence  of 
such  currencies  to  cause  us  to  close  up 
attache  posts  in  areas  where  it  has  be¬ 
come  necessary  to  finance  them  with 
dollars. 

Mr.  LIPSCOMB.  Is  it  possible  to  pin¬ 
point  the  areas  or  the  countries  where 
the  additional  $800,000  is  going  to  be 
spent? 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  The  testimony  was 
that  they  could  not.  One  of  our  prob- 
ems  is,  where  there  is  a  limited  amount 
of  currency,  frequently  our  Govern¬ 
ment  gives  priority  to  embassies  and 
regular  operations  there,  and  perhaps 
the  military,  so  agriculture  does  not  know 
just  where  it  will  stand  in  the  list  of 
those  that  are  seeking  foreign  curren¬ 
cies  in  those  countries  where  it  is  very 
limited  in  the  way  of  priority.  They 
could  not  tell  us.  But  they  have  specific 
instructions  to  use  foreign  currencies 
where  available. 

Mr.  LIPSCOMB.  It  is  the  intention 
of  the  committee  that  where  foreign 
currencies  are  owed  or  owned  by  the 
Treasury  of  the  United  States  the  agri¬ 
cultural  observers  should  use  American 
dollars  to  purchase  foreign  currencies? 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  They  all  belong  to 
the  Government.  The  Foreign  Agricul¬ 
tural  Service  would  be  buying  them  from 
the  Treasury  and  reimbursing  the  Com¬ 
modity  Credit  Corporation.  So  the 
money  in  that  instance  would  go  to  one 
arm  of  the  Government  and  the  cur¬ 
rency  be  owned  by  the  other.  This  hap¬ 
pens  to  be  in  the  same  department  of 
government  and  would  be  a  bookkeep¬ 
ing  transaction. 

Mr.  BOW.  Mr.  Chairman,  would  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  WHITTEN,  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Ohio. 

Mr.  BOW.  Would  these  have  to  be 
480  funds  or  could  they  not  be  other 
currencies,  foreign  currencies  generally? 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  We  have  been  deal¬ 
ing  with  480  funds  and  inadvertently  I 
used  that  terminology.  We  have  other 
foreign  currencies,  too. 

Mr.  BOW.  It  would  refer  to  all  for¬ 
eign  currencies? 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Yes.  I  had  reference 
to  that.  I  happened  inadvertently  to 
use  the  term  “480  funds.”\ 

(Mr.  WEAVER  (at  the  request  of  Mr. 
Horan)  was  given  permission  to  extend 
his  remarks  at  this  point  in  the  Record.) 

Mr.  WEAVER.  Mr.  Chairman,  in  dis¬ 
cussing  this  bill  briefly  I  would  like  to 
commend  the  gentlemen  of  the  Subcom¬ 
mittee  on  Agricultural  Department  Ap¬ 
propriations  for  a  very  fine  job,  indeed. 
They  have  attacked  a  very  complex  job 
with  vigor  and  foresight  and  have  on  the 
whole  accomplished  a  great  deal  in  this 
bill. 


I  would  like  to  limit  my  comments  to 
two  specific  phases  of  this  measure  which 
are  of  extreme  importance  not  only  na¬ 
tionally  but  to  my  own  congressional  dis¬ 
trict  as  well.  I  would  like  to  mention 
briefly  the  watershed  conservancy  pro¬ 
gram  and  the  hot  lunch  program  for  the 
39  million  schoolchildren  of  our  Nation. 

Watershed  conservancy  is,  in  my  opin¬ 
ion,  one  of  the  most  important  develop¬ 
ments  in  recent  years  in  the  field  of  posi¬ 
tive  planning  for  the  orderly  development 
of  our  natural  resources  and  the  protec¬ 
tion  of  our  farmlands,  our  small  towns 
and,  in  some  cases,  our  bigger  cities. 

This  vital  work  is  aimed  as  keeping 
the  water  back  in  the  upper  valleys,  the 
small  streams  and  creeks  of  the  Nation, 
holding  it  back  during  the  heavy  period 
of  runoff  so  that  these  waters  cannot 
swell  the  bigger  streams  and  rivers  and 
add  to  to  the  flood  damage  below.  It  is 
geared,  too,  to  the  holding  back  of  water 
on  the  land  where  it  can  be  used  as  the 
dry  spells  of  the  summer  make  it  neces¬ 
sary. 

In  my  own  State  of  Nebraska  this  year 
we  suffered  disastrous  floods.  It  is  esti¬ 
mated  that  roads  and  highways  and 
bridges  were  damaged  in  the  amount  of 
over  $3  million. 

In  one  small  area  of  Gage  County  in 
southern  Nebraska  one  major  source  of 
runoff — Big  Indian  Creek — did  damage 
to  county  roads  and  bridges  alone  esti¬ 
mated  at  $100,000.  This  particular  area 
has  already  been  organized  into  a  water¬ 
shed  conservancy  district  and  plans  are 
underway  for  proper  development  of  con¬ 
servation  projects.  The  amount  of  dam¬ 
age  done  in  the  spring  of  1960  would  have 
paid  for  the  operation  costs  of  these  proj¬ 
ects  for  a  number  of  years. 

By  contrast,  the  watershed  next  to  Big 
Indian  Creek  has  already  started  con¬ 
struction  work  and  is  about  80  percent 
completed.  The  streams  in  this  area 
did  practically  no  damage  this  year. 
They  were,  indeed,  very  well  behaved. 

We  have  these  classic  examples  of  what 
can  be  done,  the  amount  of  money  that 
can  be  saved,  in  every  part  of  the  Mid¬ 
west.  I  hope  that  this  program  can 
eventually  be  spread  to  include  every  part 
of  the  Nation. 

The  present  bill  will  be  a  major  step 
in  achieving  that  ambition.  It  provides 
a  total  of  $32  million  for  this  work,  an 
increase  of  $9,250,000  over  last  year’s  ap¬ 
propriations  and  an  increase  of  some 
$4,250,000  over  this  year’s  budget  esti¬ 
mates. 

Mr.  Chairman,  this  kind  of  increase 
cannot  be  considered  a  waste  of  tax  dol¬ 
lars;  it  is,  instead,  a  wise  investment  of 
public  funds  in  the  future  of  America. 
It  is  estimated  that  each  year  flood  dam¬ 
age  costs  the  American  people  over  $1 
billion.  Of  this  amount,  some  $500  mil¬ 
lion  or  more  is  in  the  form  of  damage 
to  farmlands  in  the  upper  valleys,  the 
watershed  areas.  If,  by  making  an  in¬ 
vestment  of  $32  million  we  can  cut  down 
this  extravagant  waste  of  soil  and  other 
resources,  we  are  making  a  major  in¬ 
vestment  in  America. 

Every  ounce  of  this  valuable  soil  will 
some  day  be  needed.  We  are  a  nation 
presently  rich  in  natural  resources,  but 
every  economist  and  every  forecaster 
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points  to  the  day  which  is  not  too  far 
distant  when  the  United  States  will  be 
straining  its  reserves  to  provide  enough 
food  for  its  growing  population.  This 
valuable  asset  must  be  preserved  if  we 
are  to  face  these  critical  times  of  the 
future  with  confidence.  I  am  highly 
gratified  that  the  committee  has  seen  fit 
to  take  the  necessary  steps. 

Concerning  the  school  lunch  program, 
I  feel  that  it,  too,  is  an  investment  in  the 
future.  It  is  an  effort  to  help  develop 
our  most  important  of  all  resources,  the 
youngsters  of  the  Nation. 

I  have  heard  many  times  and  in  many 
places  the  stories  of  benefits  which  have 
accrued  to  the  Nation  through  this  hot 
lunch  program.  I  believe  in  it;  I  have 
always  believed  in  it. 

There  are  some  39  million  school-age 
children  in  the  United  States  today.  Ap¬ 
proximately  30  percent  of  these  children 
benefit  directly  from  the  hot  lunch  pro¬ 
gram.  For  many  of  these  younsters  it  is 
the  only  decent  meal  they  get  during  the 
course  of  the  day.  It  is  the  only  effort 
at  balancing  the  diet  of  many  thousands 
of  them. 

The  present  bill  provides  an  outright 
appropriation  of  $110  million  for  this 
program.  In  addition,  it  provides  for 
transfer  of  $45  million  from  section  32 
funds  to  provide  meats  and  so  forth  for 
the  program.  This  makes  a  minimum  of 
$155  million  for  the  hot  lunch  program 
and  it  is  my  sincere  hope  that  this  will 
be  augmented  during  the  course  of  the 
year  by  transfer  of  other  commodities  to 
the  program  from  our  surplus  stocks. 

Mr.  Chairman,  both  of  these  programs 
represent  increases  over  the  recom¬ 
mendations  contained  in  the  President’s 
budget.  I  do  not  consider  either  of  them 
to  be  a  waste  of  tax  dollars,  or  a  depletion 
of  the  Nation’s  wealth.  I  consider  both 
of  them  to  be  rather  a  wise  and  sound  in¬ 
vestment  by  this  Congress  in  the  future 
of  America.  I  can  and  do  most  heartily 
recommend  both  of  these  increases  to 
my  colleagues  on  both  sides  of  the  aisle. 

It  is  my  hope  that  they  will  be  retained  in 
the  bill,  as  is,  upon  final  passage. 

Mr.  ANDERSEN  of  Minnesota.  Mr. 
Chairman  I  yield  10  minutes  to  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Illinois  [Mr.  Michel]. 

Mr.  MICHEL.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  come 
to  the  well  again  in  this  session  still  the 
low  man  on  the  totem  pole  so  far  as  the 
composition  of  this  subcommittee  is  con¬ 
cerned.  It  is  no  secret  that  during  this 
year  and  the  past  year  I  have  been  at 
odds  with  members  of  the  majority  and 
sometimes  even  to  some  degree  with 
members  on  my  own  side.  I  guess  this 
stems  from  the  fact  that  I  try  as  best  I 
can  to  represent  the  thinking  of  the  ma- 
jonty  of  the  farmers  in  my  congressional 
district  back  in  the  heart  of  Illinois 
The  genera!  philosophy  of  those  farmers 
is  that  eventually  they  would  like  to  get 
back  to  a  free  system.  They  do  not  like 

corlt: V£}s  ar!d  they  do  not  bke  allotments 
and  they  do  not  like  Government  regi¬ 
mentation  of  any  sort.  They  want  to  be 
free  to  be  on  their  own  to  chart  their 

ST®;  my  whole  Philosophy 
reflects  that  thinking  which  is  prevalent 
among  the  farmers  of  my  district 
I  am  sorry  that  last  Friday  it  was 
necessary  for  me  to  be  out  at  St.  Louis 
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University  on  a  prior  commitment  when 
the  subcommittee  was  reporting  to  the 
full  committee.  The  report  of  the  com¬ 
mittee  was  airmailed  special  to  me  and  I 
read  it  on  the  plane  coming  back  today. 

It  is  in  a  sense  the  chairman’s  handi¬ 
work,  and  this  is  his  privilege  as  chair¬ 
man  of  our  subcommittee.  He  knows 
that  many  times  I  disagree  with  him, 
always  in  good  faith.  It  seems  to  me 
that  the  first  20  pages  of  the  report  are 
pretty  much  a  political  speech.  I  suspect 
that  if  I  spend  25  or  30  years  here  I  could 
make  my  own  political  speech,  if  it  be¬ 
comes  my  pleasure  to  author  a  report 
at  some  future  date. 

Let  me  go  over  several  of  the  items  in 
the  few  minutes  I  have.  We  find  on 
page  2,  for  instance,  a  discussion  of  the 
decline  in  farm  income.  Farm  income 
has  declined,  but  it  compares  with  the 
period  of  time  from  1932  to  1952,  making 
no  mention  of  course  that  in  that  time 
there  was  a  serious  depression  and  that 
as  late  as  1939  there  were  still  9  million 
unemployed.  Then,  of  course,  we  had 
World  War  II  and  then  a  few  postwar 
years  following  the  war,  and  again  an¬ 
other  war,  the  Korean  conflict.  All  that 
has  a  definite  effect,  I  would  say,  on 
what  farmers  were  getting  for  their  com¬ 
modities  as  against  the  peaceful  years 
from  1953  to  the  present  day. 

On  page  4,  in  talking  about  the  pro- 
giams  that  have  been  enacted  through 
this  administration  by  this  Congress,  and 
the  item  of  $25.8  billion  of  cost,  $8  billion 
coming  from  reduced  price  supports.  Of 
course,  there  is  no  mention  made  of  what 
the  cost  might  have  been  had  we  had 
rigid  90-percent  price  supports.  There 
is  nothing  in  the  record  that  would  indi¬ 
cate  if  we  had  rigid  90-percent  price  sup¬ 
ports  what  the  cost  might  be.  The  $8 
billion  could  very  well  be  double  that 
amount  with  high  rigid  supports. 

.  soil  bank  program  costing 

$4.3  billion.  I  differed  at  times  with 
the  department  in  the  administration 
oi  the  soil  bank  program.  My  own  feel¬ 
ing  would  be  that  Congress  itself,  since 
we  are  writing  the  laws,  should  have 
said  crop  acres”  or  “productive  acres” 
and  not  have  left  it  up  to  the  discretion 
of  the  farmer  himself  to  put  his  creek 
bottom  land  m  the  soil  bank  or  in  the 
conservation  reserve.  It  seems  to  me 
our  responsibility  here  is— if  we  intend 
to  put  crop  acres  and  good  productive 
acres  into  the  bank,  we  ought  to  say  so 
in  the  law  and  if  we  do  not  say  so  why 
should  we  criticize  the  people  downtown 
when  in  this  vast  and  massive  program 
they  cannot  keep  on  top  of  every  single 
one  of  them? 

Then  on  page  5,  in  talking  about  the 
reduced  net  income  over  a  period  of 
7  years  to  the  extent  of  20  percent 
we  discount  to  a  degree  the  decline  in 
i  ,population  which  from  1950  to 
1960  declined  23  percent  from  7i/2  mil- 
hon  to  5.8  million,  and  under  the  best 
Prf,di=Ctli)ns  from  the  department,  we 
will  find  the  farm  population  declining 
in  the  sixties  another  12  percent. 

It  seems  to  me  when  we  are  talking 
about  farmers  tending  to  increase  their 
production  as  farm  prices  are  reduced  ’’ 
we  discount  altogether  the  matter  or  the 
idea  that  a  farmer  regardless  of  what 


conditions  prevail  would  not  want  to 
increase  his  farm  production. 

If  we  might  move  along  to  Public 
Law  480,  and  the  criticism  that  has  been 
levelled  against  the  program,  it  seems 
to  me  that  the  Secretary  and  the  de¬ 
partment  ought  to  be  commended  for 
the  amount  of  surplus  commodities  that 
we  have  been  able  to  peddle  overseas  al¬ 
though  I  am  concerned,  having  visited 
a  number  of  foreign  countries,  at  what 
is  involved  when  we  get  paid  not  in  dol¬ 
lars  but  rather  in  local  currencies.  I 
was  glad  when  we  were  in  Japan  to  find 
that  one  product  which  does  sell  in  Ja¬ 
pan  for  dollars  is  $100  million  worth  of 
soybeans  of  which  we  produce  so  much 
in  my  area  and  in  the  entire  State  of 
Illinois.  When  I  was  in  Thailand  we  were 
criticized,  or  our  Government  was  crit¬ 
icized,  because  of  the  amount  of  grain 
we  were  sending  to  Indonesia.  Why? 
Because  the  export  of  rice  from  Thai¬ 
land  to  Indonesia  was  their  second  best 
source  of  revenue. 

So  it  is  not  just  a  simple  matter  for 
the  Secretary  or  our  officials  to  peddle 
our  surpluses.  There  are  a  number  of 
complex  problems  to  be  considered.  I 
think  they  ought  to  be  commended  for 
what  they  have  been  able  to  dispose  of. 

On  page  10,  there  is  discussed  the  Com¬ 
modity  Credit  Corporation  and  sugges¬ 
tions  to  the  extent  that  the  board  should 
be  full-time  employed  individuals  of  the 
Department  rather  than  simply  those  in¬ 
dividuals  in  the  Department  who  are  in 
the  capacity  of  Secretary  or  Under  Sec¬ 
retary  or  Assistant  Secretary  and  so  on 
down  the  line. 

I  have  some  mixed  emotions  about  this 
particular  proposal  although  I  am  very 
mindful  that  here  we  have  a  corporation 
with  such  tremendous  assets,  it  seems 
to  me  that  just  about  full  time  has  to  be 
devoted  to  the  business  of  administering 
the  business  of  this  vast  corporation. 
My  mind  is  open  on  this  particular  sug¬ 
gestion.  But  I  do  not  think  the  com¬ 
mittee  erred  in  opening  it  up  for  dis¬ 
cussion. 

On  the  matter  of  grain  storage  on  page 
11,  I  think  we  should  be  temperate  in 
our  criticism.  When  one  says  we  should 
utilize  Government  storage  when  avail¬ 
able,  rather  than  private  storage,  what 
happens  when  the  Government  storage 
is  in  the  State  of  Washington  and  the 
grain  is  in  Ohio  or  Indiana  or  Pennsyl¬ 
vania?  Do  we  pay  the  cost  of  freight 
from  one  coast  to  the  other,  just  in  or- 
der  to  get  it  into  Government  storage? 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  I  think  the  point  the 
gentleman  makes  is  a  good  one. 

Mr.  AVERY.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  MICHEL.  I  yield. 

Mr.  AVERY.  I  think  the  gentleman 
was  on  the  floor  when  I  had  a  colloquy 
with  the  gentleman  from  New  York  [Mr. 
Santangelo]  in  respect  to  the  storage 
matter.  After  I  had  concluded  my  re¬ 
marks,  I  think  the  record  was  left  in 
this  position:  that  the  Department  of 
Agriculture  had  advised  at  least  some 
Members  of  the  House  that  Government- 
owned  storage  was  costing  only  about  6 
cents  a  bushel.  I  would  like  to  propound 
a  question  to  the  gentleman  from  Mis¬ 
sissippi  [Mr.  Whixten].  Has  the  De- 
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partment  of  Agriculture  ever  furnished 
the  committee  that  figure? 

Mi\  WHITTEN.  I  do  not  have  any 
such  information.  They  may  have  sup¬ 
plied  it  to  some  individual.  I  have  not 
had  any  such  statement  that  I  know  of. 
I  do  not  mean  to  be  all  inclusive,  because 
there  are  about  8,000  employees  in  the 
Department,  so  what  somebody  may  have 
told  somebody  else  I  do  not  know. 

Mr.  AVERY.  Did  I  understand  the 
gentleman  to  say  that  the  committee 
itself  had  made  some  study  of  the  cost 
of  this  storage? 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  We  have  made  about 
three  investigations  through  the  years. 

Mr.  AVERY.  I  mean  recently. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  We  had  one  this 
year. 

Mr.  AVERY.  What  did  that  reveal 
as  to  the  cost  of  Government  storage? 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Again  I  am  sorry  I 
cannot  give  the  gentleman  that  infor¬ 
mation  right  offhand.  If  you  leave  it 
for  2  years  it  costs  one  amount.  If  you 


turn  it  over  it  costs  another  amount. 
So  there  is  no  set  figure,  but  it  did  show 
that  in  some  instances  it  would  be  much 
more  economical,  in  my  opinion. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Illinois  [Mr.  Michel] 
has  expired. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
yield  the  gentleman  3  additional  min¬ 
utes. 

Mr.  AVERY.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield  again? 

Mr.  MICHEL.  Glad  to  yield  to  my 
friend. 

Mr.  AVERY.  Does  not  the  gentleman 
from  Mississippi  concede  that  it  is  not 
according  to  correct  practice  to  put  into 
a  committee  report  that  the  storage 
rates  are  excessive  and  issue  a  mandate 
that  they  should  be  reduced  when  he 
says  he  does  not  know  what  the  cost  is? 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  There  are  not  many 
places  where  the  Secretary  and  I  agree, 
but  he  said  they  were  excessive  and  he 
cut  them.  We  say  we  agreed  with  them. 
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So  that  apparently  we  are  in  agreement. 
He  said  they  were  excessive  and  cut 
them. 

Mr.  AVERY.  I  am  trying  to  find  out 
what  the  committee  finds. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  I  hate  to  quote  the 
press,  but  according  to  the  press  the 
Secretary  said  his  own  investigation  had 
nothing  to  do  with  it.  This  is  done 
from  our  own  studies. 

Mr.  AVERY.  All  I  am  asking  the 
gentleman  is,  can  he  tell  us  what  the 
study  showed  as  to  the  cost  of  Govern¬ 
ment  storage? 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  I  am  not  giving  the 
details  because  I  do  not  have  them. 
They  were  sufficient  because  the  Depart¬ 
ment  reduced  the  rates.  We  in  our  re¬ 
port  urged  them  to  reduce  them  and 
urged  them  to  use  the  Government  stor¬ 
age  when  they  were  more  economical. 

Mr.  AVERY.  I  appreciate  the  gentle¬ 
man  yielding  to  me.  I  include  the  fol¬ 
lowing  chart: 


Cost  of  handling  grain — Expense  per  bushel,  elevators  Nos.  1  and  3 


1947 

1948 

1949 

1950 

1951 

1952 

1953 

1954 

1955 

1956 

1957 

1958 

1959 

Rated  capacity _ 

16, 000 
424,  877 
2,793 

16, 000 
312,  667 
2,154 

16, 000 
301, 119 

22, 000 

22,000 
534, 246 
3,797 

27,  000 
396,  837 
1,792 

27, 000 
248,  999 
2,358 

83, 000 
609,  765 
2,728 

215,  000 
427, 199 
2,136 

275, 000 
403, 134 

275, 000 
311, 883 
1,439 

370, 000 
700, 470 
1,953 

446,  000 

Bushels  handled _ 

337, 161 
2,729 

598,  913 

2,360 

1,  953 

224 

Operating  expense: 

Salaries  and  labor  _ 

$0.01566 
. 00486 

$0.02292 
. 00292 

$0.02754 
. 00340 

$0.03615 
. 00344 

$0. 02820 
.  00372 

$0. 03898 

$0. 05649 

$0. 03105 

$0. 03574 

$0. 04236 

$0. 05559 

$0. 03187 
.01527 

$0.04682 

.02190 

Repairs  and  supplies _ 

.00655 

.00449 

.01162 

.01469 

.01561 

.01189 

.00176 

. 00302 

.00284 

.00221 

.00421 

. 00549 

.00678 

. 00480 

. 00667 

.00874 

. 00955 

. 00693 

.00565 

. 00267 

. 00369 

. 00383 

. 00336 

. 00286 

. 00451 

.00842 

.00390 

. 00883 

. 00943 

.01999 

. 00998 

.01207 
. 00779 

.00162 

. 00241 

. 00231 

.00167 

.00191 

.00191 

.00327 

.00129 

.00196 

. 00304 

. 00392 

. 00468 

Other  expense _ 

. 00333 

. 00397 

.00363 

.00367 

.00593 

.00708 

.01165 

.00528 

. 00694 

.01102 

.01286 

.01529 

.02092 

Shrink,  _ 

.01315 

.01033 

.01175 

.01403 

.00880 

.00903 

.01894 

.00895 

.01000 

.00981 

.00934 

.00492 

.00159 

Total  operating  expenses  per 
bushel _ 

.04305 

.04926 

.05530 

.06453 

.05563 

.07355 

.11004 

.06689 

. 08483 

. 10001 

.12314 

. 08895 

.11674 

Depreciation _ _ _ 

.00382 

.00561 

.00751 

.01117 

.00781 

.00946 

. 01637 

.00579 

.01415 

.02167 

.02988 

.03781 

.03546 

Total  expense  per  bushel _ 

.04687 

.05487 

.06281 

.07570 

.06344 

.08301 

.12641 

.07268 

.09898 

.12168 

.15302 

.12676 

.15220 

Mr.  MICHEL.  That  is  very  well.  I 
would  say  to  the  gentleman  from  Kan¬ 
sas  that  my  own  position  would  be  of 
course  that  many  times  we  need  storage 
and  we  need  it  now.  Who  is  to  say  that 
the  Government  could  build  storage 
more  efficiently  at  the  moment  than  some 
private  industry?  We  have  to  pat  them 
on  the  back  for  supplying  the  storage 
when  they  did,  in  times  of  critical  need, 
and  refrain  from  casting  a  blanket  in¬ 
dictment  against  all  when  most  have 
acted  in  good  faith. 

Mr.  BROOKS  of  Louisiana.  Mi*. 
Chairman,  will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  MICHEL.  Happy  to  yield. 

Mr.  BROOKS  of  Louisiana.  I  want 
to  say  I  am  thoroughly  in  accord  with 
what  the  gentleman  has  had  to  say  with 
reference  to  using  available  storage  if 
it  is  located  in  the  right  areas.  Re¬ 
cently,  however,  it  came  to  my  atten¬ 
tion  that  the  military  was  withdrawing 
from  a  certain  plant  which  was  suitable 
for  storage  purposes.  I  took  the  matter 
up  with  the  CCC  and  suggested  that  it 
might  be  available  for  grain  storage.  I 
have  a  letter  in  reply  from  them  to  the 
effect  that  public  storage  was  not  usable, 
that  they  wanted  private  storage  even 
if  it  had  to  be  constructed.  I  know  the 
gentleman  does  not  go  along  with  that. 

Mr.  MICHEL.  No;  certainly  not. 

Mr.  BROOKS  of  Louisiana.  But  cer¬ 
tainly  if  public  storage  is  available  and 


can  be  adapted  to  the  program  it  seems 
it  seems  to  me  it  should  be  used. 

Mr.  MICHEL.  The  gentleman  will 
agree  that  when  public  storage  is  avail¬ 
able  and  suitable  for  the  storage  of  grain 
it  should  be  used,  but  there  are  a  num¬ 
ber  of  problems  involved  and  factors 
that  have  to  be  taken  into  considera¬ 
tion,  such  as  aeration  and  so  forth. 

Mr.  BROOKS  of  Louisiana.  But  they 
should  look  into  its  adaptability  to  stor¬ 
age  and  use  it  if  possible.  They  do  not 
want  public  storage  if  it  will  cost  a  great 
deal  to  adapt  public  storage  to  the  pur¬ 
poses  indicated.  I  can  understand  that, 
but  they  should  not  take  an  arbitrary 
stand  in  the  matter. 

I  say  further  to  the  gentleman  I  re¬ 
cently  read  an  article  to  the  effect  that 
we  were  paying  $1  million  a  day  for 
grain  storage,  and  paying  $2  million 
a  day  for  overall  storage.  If  that  is 
correct  surely  we  should  use  public  stor¬ 
age  if  it  is  adaptable  for  the  purpose 
and  properly  located  and  would  cost 
less  than  storage  which  has  to  be  built 
by  private  enterprise  for  that  particular 
purpose.  The  gentleman  I  am  sure 
agrees  with  that. 

Mr.  MICHEL.  Yes  sir. 

Mr.  BREEDING.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  MICHEL.  I  yield. 

Mr.  BREEDING.  I  would  like  to  com¬ 
mend  the  gentleman  from  Illinois  for 


his  stand  on  this  matter  and  make  the 
point  that  in  our  area  of  Kansas  if  it 
had  not  been  for  private  enterprise 
creating  grain  storage  we  would  not  have 
had  any,  for  there  is  not  any  public 
storage  of  any  consequence  available. 
I  think  a  good  deal  of  unjust  criticism 
has  been  directed  at  the  grain  storage 
people,  saying  they  are  riding  the  gravy 
train,  and  so  forth,  whereas  if  it  had 
not  been  for  them,  if  it  had  not  been 
for  private  enterprise,  we  would  not 
have  had  any  storage  in  my  State  of 
Kansas;  the  farmers  would  not  have 
had  any  place  to  store  their  grain. 

Mr.  MICHEL.  I  appreciate  the  gen¬ 
tleman’s  contribution. 

If  I  might  make  another  point  it  would 
be  in  the  area  of  the  conservation  re¬ 
serve  program  and  ACP  payments.  Last 
year  I  offered  a  cutting  amendment  to 
the  bill  and  I  was  soundly  defeated  by 
about  2  to  1  majority.  This  year,  of 
course,  there  is  no  change  in  the  com¬ 
plexion  of  the  Congress  and  I  do  not 
know  that  my  arguments  would  be  any 
more  persuasive  this  year  than  last.  I 
still  say,  however,  that  in  this  bill  there 
is  no  rhyme,  nor  sense,  nor  reason  for 
the  Federal  Government’s  footing  the 
bill  on  any  farm  for  taking  out  hedge¬ 
rows  or  tearing  down  stone  fences 
and  one  thing  and  another,  which  is 
still  the  practice.  When  I  was  a  boy 
on  the  farm  we  rooted  out  our  own 
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hedgerows  on  the  farm  with  horses  and 
a  scraper.  Many  a  harness  and  tugs 
were  broken  in  this  operation  but  I  see 
no  reason  why  people  today  cannot  do 
the  same  thing  on  their  own.  If  it  is 
a  matter  of  tearing  down  stone  fences 
I  do  not  see  why  we  have  to  come  to 
Washington  to  get  Federal  aid  to  tear 
down  stone  fences,  but  this  is  still  a 
practice  under  the  ACP  program. 

Mr.  Chairman,  in  my  remaining  min¬ 
ute  or  two  may  I  simply  conclude  by 
making  my  own  little  political  speech  in 
answer  to  the  first  20  pages  of  our  re¬ 
port  and  I  would  do  by  making  these 
six  points: 

First.  The  Democrats  bequeathed  the 
Eisenhower  administration  an  agricul¬ 
tural  time  bomb  composed  of  obsolete, 
depression-bred,  war-born  farm  laws. 
Despite  endorsement  of  flexible  supports 
for  peacetime  in  platforms  of  both  po¬ 
litical  parties,  these  old  laws  were  con¬ 
tinued  until  over  $7  billion  worth  of  sur¬ 
plus  had  been  accumulated  in  1955. 

Second.  The  administration  has  re¬ 
peatedly  urged  Congress  to  pass  reason¬ 
able  farm  legislation  truly  beneficial  to 
farmers.  Congress  has  been  controlled 
23  out  of  the  last  27  years  by  the  Demo¬ 
crats.  Most  of  the  time  Congress  has 
talked  about  the  problem  and,  in  the  few 
instances  where  they  have  acted,  they 
have  only  passed  a  few  bills  that  would 
have  been  another  dose  of  what  made 
the  patient  ill  in  the  first  place. 

Third.  Experience  proves  that  the 
price-fixing  and  acreage-control  pro¬ 
grams  have  not  worked,  but  many  Dem¬ 
ocrats  prefer  to  ignore  this  fact.  It  ap¬ 
pears  they  will  either  not  admit  to  the 
facts  or  else  prefer  to  perpetuate  the 
problem  and  attempt  to  profit  politically. 

Fourth.  Because  of  efficiency  and  hard 
work,  the  American  farmer  produces  for 
himself  and  25  others.  Artifical  price 
incentives  established  by  excess  Govern¬ 
ment  interference  have  contributed  to¬ 
ward  a  superabundance  in  some  crops 
Many  Democrats  exemplify  the  greatest 
surplus  problem — the  surplus  of  dema¬ 
goguery— when  they  talk  but  do  not  act. 
After  years  of  attacking  the  administra- 
t!°n  proposals,  only  in  recent  weeks  have 
a  few  Democrats  come  forth  with  a 
modification  of  the  old  discredited 
Brannan  plan  and  the  1960  version  is 
®Ie£,more  °f.  an  economic  monstrosity 
which  would  impose  unrealistic  produc- 

a?,d  Slash  national  farm  income 
new,- great  y  redu°ing  farm  purchasing 

The  Democrats  for  years,  and 
regularly  in  campaign  years,  have  wept 
oi  the  plight  of  the  small  farmer  while 
him'  The  outmoded 
hS  heped  the  big  operators  the 
most,  who  need  it  the  least.  The  rural 
development  program  created  by  this  ad¬ 
ministration  and  operating  successfully 
I0™3"  Sta<*s  in  the  first  concerted 
effort  to  assist  small,  low-income  farm¬ 
ers  who  need  help  the  most.  Iai  m 

Sixth.  The  Democrats  compare  farm 
prices  during  the  Korean  war  period 
with  farm  prices  during  the  7  peacetime 
years  of  the  Eisenhower  administration 
Actually  per  capita  farm  income  has 
been  at  record  high  levels  during  this 
administration,  exceeding  even  the  war 
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years.  Instead  of  using  the  years  1949 
or  1950,  which  were  postwar  years  com¬ 
parable  to  the  last  7  years,  they  stress 
the  1951  and  1952  levels.  American 
farmers  and  their  sons  want  to  drive 
tractors  instead  of  tanks. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Illinois  has  expired. 

Mr.  ANDERSEN  of  Minnesota.  Mr. 
Chairman,  I  ask  unanimous  consent  that 
the  remarks  of  the  gentleman  from  Iowa 
I  Mr.  Jensen  1  may  be  placed  immediately 
following  mine  in  general  debate,  so  as 
to  have  them  consecutive  in  the  Record. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Minnesota? 

There  was  no  objection. 

(Mr.  HOEVEN  (at  the  request  of  Mr. 
Andersen  of  Minnesota)  was  given  per¬ 
mission  to  extend  his  remarks  at  this 
point  in  the  Record.) 

Mr.  HOEVEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  the 
farm  problem  is  just  like  the  weather — 
we  all  talk  about  it  but  do  nothing  about 
it.  There  are  many  dedicated  Members 
of  Congress  who  are  earnestly  striving 
to  find  a  solution  to  a  most  perplexing 
situation.  I  am  one  of  them. 

Everyone  knows  that  agriculture  is  the 
soft  spot  in  our  national  economy  today. 
The  farmer’s  income  continues  to  go 
down  while  his  operating  expenses  con¬ 
tinue  to  rise.  Hence,  the  American 
farmer  is  definitely  in  a  price-cost 
squeeze.  I  am  sure  we  all  agree  that 
the  farmer  is  entitled  to  his  share  of  the 
national  wealth  and  productive  capacity 
of  this  Nation.  Our  main  problem  and 
concern  is  to  bring  this  about.  We  must 
all  realize  that  we  are  presently  passing 
through  an  agricultural  revolution.  Our 
farms  are  rapidly  becoming  completely 
mechanized  and,  as  a  result,  farms  are 
getting  larger  in  order  that  farming  may 
be  a  profitable  business.  We  have  more 
part-time  farmers  than  ever  before  who 
are  compelled  to  go  into  industry  to  aug¬ 
ment  their  income.  I  personally  regret 
the  passing  of  the  so-called  “family  size 
faim  and  the  trend  toward  corporation 
farming.  This  not  only  disturbs  farm 
community  life  as  we  once  knew  it,  but 
it  is  taking  many  people  out  of  our  agri¬ 
cultural  communities.  This  certainly  is 
not  good  for  America. 

The  composition  of  the  Congress  has 
changed  a  great  deal  since  the  time 
when  Representatives  from  fanning  dis¬ 
tricts  were  a  potent  force  in  enacting 
farm  legislation.  Due  to  the  trend  of 
population  into  the  urban  areas  of  this 
country,  farm  representation  in  the  Con¬ 
gress  is  becoming  less  and  less  and, 
hence,  it  has  also  become  more  difficult 
to  enact  any  kind  of  major  farm  legis¬ 
lation  If  legislation  is  enacted,  it  must 
not  only  satisfy  farmers  but  the  people 
in  the  city  as  well.  P 

Another  handicap  facing  agriculture 
today  is  the  diversity  of  views  regarding 
farm  legislation  as  expressed  by  our  va¬ 
rious  farm  organizations.  If  there  was 
more  general  agreement  among  these 
groups  as  to  the  type  of  legislation  ac- 
tually  needed,  legislating  in  this  field 
would  not  be  so  difficult.  In  this  con¬ 
nection,  I  long  ago  advocated  a  White 
Conference  on  Agriculture  at 
which  the  problems  of  agriculture  could 


be  discussed  with  the  leaders  of  farm 
organizations  and  other  experts  at  the 
highest  level  in  the  hope  that  such  a 
meeting  might  prove  constructive.  I  still 
think  this  is  a  good  idea. 

Furthermore,  I  sincerely  believe  that 
the  problems  of  agriculture  should  be 
completely  divorced  from  partisan  poli¬ 
tics.  There  is  no  reason  in  the  world 
why  agriculture,  the  Nation’s  basic  in¬ 
dustry,  should  be  kicked  around  by  po¬ 
litical  parties  in  order  to  gain  votes. 
The  American  farmer  deserves  better 
treatment  than  that.  Members  of  Con¬ 
gress  approach  the  question  of  foreign 
affairs  and  national  defense  on  a  non¬ 
partisan  basis.  On  these  issues  we  stand 
united,  but  when  it  comes  to  dealing 
with  agriculture,  we  continue  to  spar 
for  political  advantage.  This  is  another 
important  reason  why  it  is  so  difficult  to 
enact  proper  and  sensible  farm  legisla¬ 
tion,  especially  in  an  election  year. 

I  will  be  very  much  surprised  if  the 
present  Congress  will  do  anything  very 
constructive  in  passing  adequate  and 
proper  farm  legislation  at  this  session. 
Aside  from  general  consideration  in¬ 
volving  the  entire  farm  problem,  we  all 
l  ealize  that  something  must  be  done  to 
cut  down  on  farm  surpluses,  particu¬ 
larly  wheat.  It  seems  to  me  that  wheat 
legislation  should  have  the  highest 
priority  as  far  as  this  session  is  con¬ 
cerned.  President  Eisenhower  has  in¬ 
dicated  that  he  will  approve  a  wheat  bill 
if  it  meets  the  guidelines  set  out  in  his 
special  farm  message  to  the  Congress. 
Theiefore,  if  the  majority  leadership  in 
the  Congress  really  wants  a  wheat  bill 
which  can  be  enacted  into  law,  all  they 
have  to  do  is  meet  the  President’s  chal¬ 
lenge.  Whether  or  not  a  realistic  wheat 
bill  is  passed  at  this  session  will  depend 
upon  how  sincere  the  Democrat  majority 
really  is  in  trying  to  do  something  about 
it. 

(Mrs.  SULLIVAN  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  extend  her  remarks  at 
this  point  in  the  Record.) 

Mrs.  SULLIVAN.  Mr.  Chairman, 
earlier  today  I  asked  the  chairman  of 
the  subcommittee  several  questions  about 
provisions  of  the  bill  before  us  dealing 
with  poultry  inspection.  I  think  the 
facts  clearly  show  that  it  was  the  intent 
of  Congress— and  it  is  the  law  of  the 
land— that  all  poultry  and  poultry  prod¬ 
ucts  in  interstate  commerce  must  be  in¬ 
spected  for  wholesomeness,  and  that 
must  entail  continuous  inspection,  not  a 
hit-or-miss  sampling  system.  If  this 
bill  provides  for  less  than  that,  as  I  am 
afi  aid  it  does,  then  the  situation  requires 
correction.  Plants  making  poultry 
soups,  poultry  pies,  and  other  processed 
foods  using  significant  quantities  of  poul¬ 
try  in  their  preparation,  should  be  ex¬ 
tended  the  free  inspection  service,  on  a 
continuous  basis,  both  for  their  benefit 
and  the  benefit  of  the  consuming  public. 
Under  a  temporary  situation  which  has 
been  in  effect,  all  such  further  process¬ 
ing  plants  have  been  exempted  from  the 
new  Poultry  Products  Inspection  Act  re- 
quirement  for  continuous  inspection, 
but  the  exemption  has  been  for  the  con¬ 
venience  of  the  Government.  That  ex¬ 
emption  expires  June  30.  After  that,  all 
plants  in  interstate  commerce  are  en¬ 
titled  to  have  inspectors  on  their  prem- 
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ises.  This  is  most  important.  If  the 
additional  $500,000  provided  for  poul¬ 
try  inspection  in  the  bill  is  not  sufficient 
to  assure  such  continuous  inspection  in 
all  plants — including  the  300  now  tempo¬ 
rarily  exempt — then  more  money  must 
be  provided.  The  responsibility  cannot 
be  evaded. 

However,  I  do  want  to  say  I  am 
pleased  that  in  answer  to  the  request 
which  I  made  and  which  several  other 
Members  of  Congress  also  made,  as  well 
as  representatives  of  the  Meat  Cutters 
Union  and  the  poultry  processors,  that 
some  additional  funds,  at  least,  are  being 
provided  in  the  bill  for  poultry  inspec¬ 
tion  even  though  the  President  failed  to 
ask  for  those  extra  funds.  I  cannot  un¬ 
derstand  that  failure  on  the  part  of  the 
executive  department.  It  seems  to  me 
it  represented  a  case  of  repeal  of  an  im¬ 
portant  provision  of  consumer  law  by 
the  process  of  appropriation  starvation. 
The  Committee  is  to  be  commended  for 
recognizing  that  funds  must  be  avail¬ 
able  to  comply  with  the  inspection  law, 
even  if  the  President  did  not  ask  for 
those  extra  funds.  My  concern  now  is 
whether  the  $500,000  is  enough,  and 
whether  the  technical  language  inserted 
in  the  bill  in  connection  with  this  extra 
$500,000  item  is,  as  I  believe  it  to  be,  a 
limitation  on  the  effectiveness  of  the  in¬ 
spection  work  in  plants  which  buy 
chicken  parts  and  carcasses  and  process 
them  into  prepared  foods. 

Now,  Mr.  Chairman,  I  turn  to  another 
aspect  of  agricultural  expenditures 
which  concerns  me  deeply.  I  refer  to 
the  distribution  of  surplus  foodstuffs  to 
the  needy.  The  Department  maintains, 
and  the  President  seems  to  believe,  that 
our  Government  is  doing  a  terrific  job  of 
distributing  surplus  food  to  the  needy. 
Even  the  committee  report  seems  to 
swallow  some  of  that.  But  the  reports 
we  are  receiving  from  West  Virginia — 
right  now  very  much  in  the  political 
news — are  that  the  free  food  distribu¬ 
tion  system  is  a  cruel  hoax  on  the  needy. 
The  variety  of  foods  distributed  is  fright¬ 
fully  inadequate  to  help  assure  even  a 
minimum  diet.  It  is  a  dumping  pro¬ 
gram.  And  yet  we  have  widespread 
farm  distress  because  farmers  cannot 
sell  all  they  produce  of  the  wonderful 
variety  of  foods  grown  in  this  bountiful 
country.  Why  must  any  American  go 
hungry  when  we  raise  more  chickens 
than  we  can  sell  and  more  eggs  than 
can  possibly  be  sold,  produce  more  but¬ 
ter  than  we  can  sell,  more  fresh  fruits 
and  vegetables,  more  meat,  more  of 
everything,  and  while  we  are  frantically 
trying  to  give  food  away  overseas,  as  the 
committee  report  points  out? 

In  this  country  we  are  told  that  tech¬ 
nical  problems  of  distribution  make  it 
impossible  to  give  out  fresh  eggs  instead 
of  powdered  eggs  to  our  needy.  We  are 
told  it  is  impossible  to  give  our  needy 
poor  an  occasional  few  pounds  of 
chicken,  yet  we  gave  frozen  chickens  to 
Egypt.  The  only  outlet  in  this  country 
for  surplus  fresh  foods  in  the  form  most 
people  like  to  eat  them  is  the  school 
lunch  program  and  some  of  the  public 
institutions.  Actually,  we  have  7  mil¬ 
lion  or  more  Americans  on  various 
forms  of  public  assistance  who  could 
also,  through  a  food  stamp  plan,  enjoy 


the  surplus  of  our  harvests.  This  would 
remove  the  necessity  of  processing  a  lot 
of  this  food  for  dumping  overseas;  for 
instance,  of  processing  eggs  into  powder 
on  such  a  huge  scale.  Why  not  fresh 
eggs  for  our  needy? 

The  answer,  of  course,  is  that  our  sur¬ 
plus  distribution  machinery  does  not 
have  the  necessary  flexibility  for  dis¬ 
tributing  fresh  products.  It  is  a  ware¬ 
housing  operation,  and  the  food  must 
fit  the  mechanics  of  that  system. 

A  food  stamp  plan,  using  the  neigh¬ 
borhood  grocery  for  distribution  pur¬ 
poses,  would  make  possible  a  continuous 
flow  of  surplus  farm  products  in  fresh 
and  appetizing  form  to  the  very  poor  who 
cannot  now  afford  to  buy  such  items. 

I  intend  to  discuss  the  food  stamp  dis¬ 
tribution  system  in  greater  detail  in  the 
near  future.  We  have  the  legal  authority 
in  the  law — at  long  last — after  5  years 
of  administration  obstructionism  on 
it — we  have  the  legal  authority  for  a  food 
stamp  plan.  In  all  reverence,  I  say  God 
knows  we  need  such  a  program.  West 
Virginia  is  not  the  only  place  in  the 
Nation  with  stark  poverty  and  many, 
many  needy  persons.  - 

And  the  food — we  have  more  food  than 
we  know  what  to  do  with.  Our  vast 
hoard  of  food  is  a  storage  headache,  a 
budgetary  nightmare,  a  fiscal  scandal, 
and  a  moral  shame  considering  how 
much  hunger  exists  on  this  earth.  But 
we  have  the  food.  It  could  be  a  blessing, 
not  a  curse,  if  more  of  it  could  be  used 
to  feed  our  own  malnourished  people — 
millions  of  them. 

I  am  disappointed  that  the  subcom¬ 
mittee,  in  drafting  the  report  on  this 
bill,  did  not  see  fit  to  include  the  sug¬ 
gested  language  I  submitted  calling  for 
administration  action  to  institute  a  food 
stamp  plan.  I  am  also  sorry  the  commit¬ 
tee  partially  swallowed  the  administra¬ 
tion  propaganda  about  the  billions  of 
dollars  worth  of  surplus  food  going  to  21 
million  of  needy  Americans,  when  that 
figure  clearly  includes  many  millions  of 
schoolchildren  who  are  not  needy — for  it 
includes  all  distribution  under  the  school 
lunch  program. 

The  food  stamp  plan,  if  implemented, 
could  do  for  all  agriculture  on  a  tre¬ 
mendous  scale  what  the  school  milk  pro¬ 
gram  is  now  doing  for  dairy  farmers.  We 
spend  almost  $100  million  a  year  on  this 
extra  milk  allowance.  It  is  not  a  welfare 
program — it  is  intended  primarily  to  sell 
and  dispose  of  milk — a  price  support 
program.  But  no  one  objects  to  it.  We 
recognize  its  tremendous  value  in  build¬ 
ing  the  health  of  the  Nation’s  children. 
Along  the  same  lines  a  food  stamp  plan 
would  assure  better  meals  also  for  7 
million  or  more  Americans — and  thus 
establish  a  vast  new  market  for  farm 
products  which  now  rot  in  the  fields  or 
go  overseas  as  gifts. 

Mr.  Chairman,  when  we  talk  about 
revitalizing  agriculture,  why  can’t  we 
recognize  that  the  best  way  to  help  the 
farmer  is  to  provide  him  with  more  cus¬ 
tomers  for  what  he  raises?  A  food 
stamp  plan  would  enable  us  to  use  up 
all  of  our  surplus  items  eligible  for  sup¬ 
port  under  section  32  as  well  as  much 
more  of  the  storables.  If  perishables 
could  be  distributed  through  the  neigh¬ 
borhood  grocery,  we  could  make  full  use 
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of  the  more  than  $300  million  available 
every  year  under  section  32,  much  of 
which  never  gets  spent  for  the  purpose 
for  which  it  was  intended. 

In  conclusion,  Mr.  Chairman,  I  think 
it  only  fair  to  point  out  that  in  many 
important  respects  the  subcommittee 
which  drafted  the  bill  now  before  us 
has  done  an  excellent  job,  and  I  do  not 
want  anything  I  have  said  to  be  regarded 
as  a  blanket  condemnation  of  this  bill 
or  a  blanket  criticism  of  the  report  filed 
on  the  bill.  I  have  tried  to  make  my 
criticisms  specific,  and  I  think  they  are 
justified. 

On  the  other  hand,  I  applaud  the  sub¬ 
committee  for  again  handling  the  school 
lunch  appropriation  with  sympathy  for 
the  great  importance  of  this  program, 
and  for  once  again  earmarking  some  of 
the  frequently  unused  section  32  price 
support  funds  for  the  school  lunch  pro¬ 
gram.  I  back  up  the  committee  on  many 
of  the  statements  in  the  report  critical 
of  our  surplus  disposal  program.  I  par¬ 
ticularly  want  to  express  my  apprecia¬ 
tion  for  the  decision  of  the  subcommittee 
to  provide  the  full  budget  amount  for 
meat  inspection  in  the  Agricultural  Re¬ 
search  Service  appropriation,  so  that 
meat  inspection  for  the  red  meats  can 
continue  at  the  same  level  as  in  the 
current  year. 

This  was  one  of  the  items  I  stressed 
in  my  testimony  before  the  subcommit¬ 
tee,  in  view  of  the  indication  the  sub¬ 
committee  gave  last  year  that  it  thought 
further  processing  in  the  red  meats  did 
not  require  continuous  inspection. 
Since  the  issue  involved  last  year  in 
meat  inspection,  as  discussed  in  my  tes¬ 
timony,  is  exactly  the  same  as  now 
confronts  us  in  connection  with  the  in¬ 
spection  of  further  processing  operations 
in  poultry,  I  sincerely  hope  the  outcome 
for  poultry  inspection  will  be  the  same. 

It  is  not  enough  to  make  sure  that 
the  meat  and  poultry  which  go  into 
processed  foods  were  wholesome  at  the 
time  of  slaughter;  as  my  testimony  be¬ 
fore  the  subcommittee  pointed  out,  meat 
carcasses  or  parts — and  the  same  holds 
true  for  poultry — can  spoil  in  transport 
from  one  plant  to  another,  and  often  do. 
The  Federal  meat  inspectors  each  day 
condemn  large  amounts  of  meat  intended 
for  use  in  processed  meat  products,  even 
though  the  meat  was  wholesome  at  the 
time  of  slaughter.  Much  can  happen  to 
it  en  route  to  final  processing.  The 
same  holds  true,  as  I  said,  for  poultry. 

Under  unanimous  consent,  I  submit  at 
this  point  my  testimony  before  the  sub¬ 
committee,  as  follows; 

The  School  Lunch  Program,  Meat  and 
Poultry  Inspection,  and  the  Food 
Stamp  Plan 

(Statement  by  Representative  Leonor  K. 
Sullivan,  of  Missouri,  before  Subcommit¬ 
tee  on  Agricultural  Appropriations,  House 
Appropriations  Committee,  March  15, 1960) 
As  members  of  the  subcommittee  know, 
I  have  appeared  before  you  a  number  of 
times  in  past  years  to  urge  adequate  appro¬ 
priations  for  such  items  in  the  Agriculture 
Department’s  budget  as  the  school  lunch 
program,  meat  and  poultry  inspection,  dis¬ 
tribution  of  surplus  foods  to  the  needy,  and 
various  other  programs  of  the  Department 
of  Agriculture  which  are  important  to  ur¬ 
ban  areas  of  our  country.  I  am  happy  to 
Isay  that  this  subcommittee  has  usually 
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shown  great  awareness  of  the  importance  of 
these  programs  even  though  the  present 
Secretary  of  Agriculture  has  frequently  dem¬ 
onstrated  very  little  concern  for  the  consum¬ 
er  viewpoint,  and  his  budget  requests  have 
usually  been  inadequate  for  consumer-type 
services  conducted  by  his  Department. 

I  do  not  want  to  go  into  any  great  de¬ 
tail  on  the  budget  items  this  year.  For  in¬ 
stance,  I  know  it  is  not  necessary  for  me 
to  take  your  time  to  urge  fair  treatment  for 
the  school  lunch  program.  X  am  well  aware 
of  the  fact  that  the  only  reason  the  school 
lunch  program  in  the  past  several  years  has 
been  as  effective  as  it  has  been  is  that  mem¬ 
bers  of  this  subcommittee  have  insisted  on 
it,  and  the  House  has  demanded  such  action. 
I  will  support  you,  I  can  assure  you,  if, 
following  your  review  of  this  appropriation 
request,  you  once  again  recommend  more 
money  for  this  program  than  the  budget 
recommends. 


May  10 


MEAT  INSPECTION 

On  meat  inspection,  however,  X  am  not 
sure  we  see  exactly  eye  to  eye.  As  I  re¬ 
call,  I  was  the  only  Member  of  the  House 
to  take  the  floor  last  year,  during  debate 
on  the  Agriculture  appropriation  bill,  to 
protest  some  language  you  wrote  into  your 
report  concerning  the  matter  of  further 
Federal  inspection  during  processing  oper¬ 
ations  of  meat  products  containing  meat 
which  had  already  been  inspected  for  whole¬ 
someness  at  the  time  of  slaughter.  In  your 
report  you  called  for  a  study  of  the  need 
for  such  continuous  inspection,  indicating 
that  perhaps  some  money  could  be  saved  by 
eliminating  the  requirement  that  meat  going 
into  meat  pies,  and  meat  products  of  various 
kinds  made  from  inspected  meat  must  be 
inspected  again  in  this  secondary  process¬ 
ing  operation. 

The  information  I  have  since  obtained 
about  this  issue  strengthens  the  view  I 
expressed  last  year.  Meat  inspectors  in 
St.  Louis  with  whom  I  have  discussed  this 
matter  have  informed  me  of  numerous  in¬ 
stances  in  which  they  have  spotted  and  con¬ 
demned  processed  meat  products  which  were 
totally  unfit  for  human  consumption,  even 
though  the  meat  which  went  into  them  had 
originally  been  passed  for  wholesomeness  at 
the  tune  of  slaughter.  Each  day  in  St.  Louis 
alone  hundreds  of  pounds  of  meat  products 
are  condemned  as  tainted,  sour,  putrid,  un¬ 
sound,  contaminated,  rancid,  poisoned  by 
contact  with  certain  metals,  or  even  con¬ 
taining  fragments  of  glass.  So  the  followup 
inspection  is  most  necessary. 

The  meatpackers  whom  I  know  are  not 
anxious  to  poison  the  consumer.  On  the 
contrary  they  work  hard  to  assure  a  safe 
and  sanitary  and  nutrtious  product.  They 
are,  I  might  say,  among  the  biggest  boosters 
of  an  adequate  meat-inspection  program  and 

funri^  Jnr6  *??efron1;  of  demanding  adequate 
-f  tbIs  Work'  Enlightened  business 
recognizes  the  importance  of  maintaining 
consumer  confidence  in  its  product,  and  that 
“  why  the  enlightened  meatpackers  want 
adequate  funds  for  meat  inspection  that 
ln°'ude  funds  for  continuous  inspec¬ 
tion  m  the  processing  operations.  So  I  ask 
that  you  not  attempt  to  save  a  little  money 
by  cutting  this  item,  because  a  budget  cut 
on  meat  inspection  would  be  a  serious  thing 

*be  c°nsumers  of  this  country  and  to  thi 
meatpackers  who  are  anxious  to  assure  a 

.P™duct-  °nly  the  unscrupulous 
"L?rbrmght  °Perator  would  benefit  from 
-meat  InsPection,  and  that  is 
1Und  °f  °Perator  we  don't  want 
to  benefit  from  the  laws  we  pass.  So  I  urge 

L  U,dget  amount  be  provided  for  the 
Agricultural  Research  Service  item  for  meat 

1 T' lncludi“g  ^nds  inspection  of 

processed  items. 

POULTRY  INSPECTION 

b  Af  aU  kn0W’  1  was  one  °f  those  Mem¬ 
bers  of  Congress  who  took  an  active  role  in 


the  enactment  in  the  last  Congress  of  the 
Poultry  Products  Inspection  Act.  This  act 
provided  for  an  exemption  until  July  1,  1960, 
for  the  output  of  those  processors  for  whom 
the  Department  of  Agriculture  could  not  im¬ 
mediately  provide  inspectors.  The  budget 
for  the  coming  year  fails,  however,  to  request 
the  additional  funds  which  will  now  be  re¬ 
quired — about  $1  million — to  pay  the  salaries 
of  inspectors  who  will  be  needed  in  the  1961 
fiscal  year  to  inspect  the  output  of  processors 
which  up  to  now  have  been  exempt  under 
this  provision.  I  am  informed  that  the  De¬ 
partment  has  suggested  new  legislation  con¬ 
tinuing  the  exemption  indefinitely  for  firms 
making  poultry  pies  and  similar  processed 
items.  I  would  bitterly  oppose  such  a  step. 
The  Poultry  Products  Inspection  Act  has 
been  of  tremendous  benefit  to  the  country — 
to  the  consumers,  the  processors,  and  the 
farmers.  We  now  have  assurances  that 
nearly  all  the  poultry  we  eat  is  wholesome. 
Until  a  few  years  ago  we  did  not  have  that 
assurance  on  most  poultry.  There  is  no  rea¬ 
son  to  weaken  the  act  by  opening  up  exemp¬ 
tions  Congress  did  not  intend  and  has  not 
agreed  to. 

Hence,  under  present  law — under  law 
which  should  not  and  probably  will  not  be 
changed  between  now  and  July  1 — the  De¬ 
partment  must  provide  inspectors  by  July 
1,  1960,  for  about  300  poultry  products 
plants  which  are  at  this  time  still  exempt 
under  the  act.  These  are  the  plants  which 
make  poultry  pies,  soups,  etc.,  and  which 
were  originally  exempted  for  a  short  time 
because  Congress  recognized  there  would 
be  difficulty  in  hiring  enough  qualified  in¬ 
spectors  to  cover  all  of  the  slaughtering 
plants  as  of  the  time  the  new  act  went  into 
effect,  so  there  was  a  reason  to  provide  for 
temporary  exemptions  of  this  nature  for 
processors  at  the  convenience  of  the  Depart¬ 
ment. 

But  these  temporary  exemptions  expire  as 
of  June  30  of  this  year.  No  convincing  rea¬ 
sons  have  been  put  forward  to  continue  those 
exemptions  beyond  that  time.  Most  of  the 
exempted  plants — about  two-thirds  of  them, 

I  understand — are  already  set  up  physically 
for  inspection,  and  are,  in  fact,  so  anxious 
to  have  inspection  that  despite  their  ex¬ 
emption  from  the  compulsory  inspection 
program  they  are  paying  their  own  funds 
to  have  their  products  inspected  under  the 
voluntary  Federal  poultry  inspection  pro¬ 
gram.  Obviously,  then,  inspectors  are  avail¬ 
able  for  those  plants.  There  is  no  reason, 
then,  to  continue  exempting  them.  Thev 
are  entitled  to  have  inspection  on  the  same 
free  basis  as  the  slaughtering  plants,  rather 
than  to  have  to  pay  for  it  out  of  their  own 
iunas. 

As  for  the  100  additional  processing  plants 
now  exempt  and  not  participating  under 
voluntary  inspection  program,  we  should 
take  direct  action  to  serve  notice  that  as  of 
July  1  they  had  better  be  set  up  for  Federal 
comfit?1011  lucluding  the  required  sanitary 
conditions— if  they  want  to  remain  in  inter¬ 
state  commerce  after  that  date.  The  best 
a^complish  that  sort  of  warning  is 
I  ?6.,00™®  to  aPPr°Priate  the  addi¬ 
tional  $1  million  which  will  be  required  as 

fnPJt  ly  1  40  Pay  the  costs  of  a  complete  in- 
spect  on  program  for  all  poultry  and  poultry 
pioducts  processed  and  sold  in  interstate 

“a^oto1/^  d°n  t  aPPr°Priate  the 
lot  of  these  uninspected  plants  will 
probably  see  no  urgency  in  getting  set  up 
or  inspection — getting  the  proper  equip- 
ment  and  installing  required  sanitary  facil- 
ties-and  if  they  have  to  do  this  at  the 

^they  WlU  really  be  up  agalust 
it.  For  let  me  repeat  that  the  law  allows  for 

InterKfSf e1Stra4lVe  exemPtio»s  for  poultry  in 
interstate  commerce  after  June  30 

While  I  am  discussing  poultry  inspection 
say  that  1  am  again  wondering  aloud 
as  to  the  wisdom  of  the  Secretary  of  Agricul¬ 
ture  in  placing  the  poultry  inspection  pro¬ 


gram  under  the  producer-conscious  Market¬ 
ing  Service  rather  than  making  it  a  co¬ 
equal  agency  with  meat  inspection  in  the 
more  independent-minded  Agricultural  Re¬ 
search  Service.  This  latest  incident  of  not 
seeking  funds  for  inspection  in  the  plants 
which  are  now  temporarily  exempted  is  yet 
another  instance  of  tepid  concern  for  the 
consumer  interest.  I  will  say  that  the  meat 
inspection  branch,  on  the  other  hand,  has 
usually  felt  much  more  free  to  battle  for  the 
highest  standards  of  consumer  interest  in  its 
work. 

SURPLUS  FOOD  DISTRIBUTION - AND  FOOD  STAMPS 

Now  I  want  to  ask  you  to  do  me,  and  the 
Congress,  and  the  American  people,  a  big 
favor.  I  want  you  to  write  into  your  report 
on  this  bill  language  which  reiterates  that 
it  is  the  intent  of  Congress  that  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  Agriculture  utilize  the  authority  he 
already  possesses  under  law  for  the  distribu¬ 
tion  of  surplus  foods  to  our  needy  under  a 
food  stamp  plan,  and  stating  that  it  is  the 
intent  of  this  committee  of  the  Congress  also. 

Such  a  statement  in  the  report  will  not 
m  itself  increase  by  a  single  cent  the  amount 
you  will  be  appropriating  in  this  bill.  For, 
of  course,  the  Secretary  would  still  have  to 
come  back  to  Congress  and  to  the  Appropria¬ 
tions  Committee  to  request  a  supplemental 
appropriation  if  a  food  stamp  plan  were 
actually  to  go  into  effect.  I  would  like  this 
subcommittee,  however,  in  connection  with 
the  regular  agricultural  appropriation  bill, 
to  make  it  clear  that  the  Congress  is  pre¬ 
pared  to  appropriate  the  funds  for  a  food 
stamp  plan,  if  the  Department  shows  its 
willingness  to  carry  out  the  intent  of  Con¬ 
gress  and  put  such  a  plan  into  operation. 

We  have  widespread  distress  among  farm¬ 
ers;  we  have  billions  of  dollars  worth  of  sur¬ 
plus  food  and  we  have  millions  of  undernour¬ 
ished  Americans — persons  not  getting  enough 
to  eat.  The  cost  of  distributing  a  few  surplus 
foods  to  the  needy  at  the  present  time  is  out 
of  all  proportions  to  the  benefits  the  re¬ 
cipients  obtain.  Most  of  these  costs  are 
shouldered  onto  localities  which  find  it  un¬ 
economic  and  burdensome  to  have  a  full- 
scale  distribution  set  up  for  the  purpose  of 
distributing  such  a  little  bit  of  food— items 
like  corn  meal  and  flour  and  dried  skim  milk 
and  occasionally  some  butter  or  cheese. 

Under  the  food-stamp  plan  approved  by 
Congress  last  year,  however,  these  storable 
items — plus  perishables  which  are  removable 
under  section  32— could  be  distributed  di¬ 
rectly  through  the  regular  grocery  stores, 
'pie  food  industry,  I  am  sure,  would  be  de¬ 
lighted  to  participate  for  very  little  or  no 

profit — just  if  their  costs  were  covered _ if 

the  Department  of  Agriculture  would  make 
the  effort  to  set  up  such  a  program,  and  enlist 
the  food  industry’s  cooperation.  It  would 
certainly  help  the  farmer. 

Therefore,  since  you  are  the  subcommittee 
which  directs  the  Department  of  Agriculture 
on  how  to  use  its  money  and  what  to  use  it 
for,  I  ask  that  you  write  wording  such  as 
this  into  your  report: 

The  committee  notes  that  no  funds  have 
been  requested  by  the  Department  for  the 
implementation  of  the  food-stamp  plan  en¬ 
acted  by  Congress  last  year.  While  the  law 
gives  the  Secretary  discretionary  powers  in 
placing  the  program  into  effect,  the  confer- 
ence  report  on  the  bill  extending  Public  Law 
480  made  clear  that  Congress  intended  that 
the  food-stamp  plan  should  be  utilized  to 
distribute  surplus  food  items  to  needy  Amer¬ 
icans.  The  Committee  on  Appropriations 
therefore  recommends  that  the  Department 
prepare  and  submit  by  July  1,  i960,  a  detailed 
plar\f°r  implementing  the  food-stamp  law, 
and  that  it  indicate  the  cost  of  putting  such 
a  specified  plan  into  operation  in  the  1961 
fiscal  year,  so  that  Congress  can  then  appro¬ 
priate  the  funds  necessary  to  place  a  depart- 
m®^tal  food-stamp  program  in  operation.” 

The  wording  is  rough — I  am  aware  that 
you  do  not  need  my  help  in  writing  the  lan- 
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guage  of  your  report.  I  am  just  trying  to 
express  the  thought.  And  I  sincerely  hope 
you  will  take  this  step  as  a  means  of  ending 
the  complacency  of  the  Department  of  Agri¬ 
culture  over  the  tragic  contradiction  of  so 
much  surplus  food,  so  many  impoverished 
farmers,  and  so  many  Americans  not  receiv¬ 
ing  adequate  diets.  Thank  you. 

Mr.  ANDERSEN  of  Minnesota.  Mr. 
Chairman,  I  yield  5  minutes  to  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Maine  [Mr.  McIntire], 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  gentleman  has 
but  3  minutes  remaining. 

Mr.  ANDERSEN  of  Minnesota.  Mr. 
Chairman,  I  yield  3  minutes  to  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Maine. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
2  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Maine. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  gentleman 
from  Maine  is  recognized  for  5  minutes. 

(Mr.  McINTIRE  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  McINTIRE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise 
simply  to  ask  a  question  or  two  to  the 
extent  to  which  time  will  permit.  I 
would  like  to  direct  a  question  to  the 
committee,  and  perhaps  the  chairman  of 
the  committee,  if  I  may,  in  relation  to 
the  item  of  appropriation  in  this  bill 
concerning  the  school  lunch  program  of 
$110  million.  May  I  say  that  I  concur 
with  the  committee  in  its  very  careful 
consideration  of  this  program.  I  should 
like  to  raise  a  question  as  to  the  chair¬ 
man’s  opinion  concerning  the  purchase 
policy  which  would  be  applied  in  rela¬ 
tion  to  items  which  go  into  the  school 
lunch  program. 

In  view  of  the  commentary  which  has 
already  taken  place  here  relative  to  the 
importation  of  food  products  into  our 
markets,  would  it  be  the  opinion  of  the 
committee  that  these  funds  should  be 
directed  toward  purchase  of  American 
products  for  distribution  in  the  school 
lunch  program? 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  That  issue  did  not 
come  before  us  in  the  consideration  of 
this  bill.  But  I  certainly  would  think, 
in  view  of  the  fact  that  one  of  the  pri¬ 
mary  sources  of  our  contribution  to  the 
school  lunch  program  in  addition  to  ap¬ 
propriated  funds  is  section  32  purchases, 
which  in  turn  use  domestic  markets  for 
perishable  commodities  primarily,  any¬ 
body  handling  it  could  easily  see  they 
should  use  the  appropriated  funds  for 
purchases  of  American  food.  I  agree 
with  the  gentleman  we  would  anticipate 
that  the  fund  would  be  used  for  the  pur¬ 
chase  of  American  products. 

Mr.  McINTIRE.  I  appreciate  the 
chairman’s  reply  and  I  certainly  concur 
with  his  observation.  I  believe  it  is  im¬ 
portant  to  have  this  observation  as  a 
matter  of  record  for  guidance  in  the  pur¬ 
chase  program. 

Now,  I  would  like  to  ask  another  ques¬ 
tion.  I  have  searched  through  the  re¬ 
port  of  this  committee  and  also  the 
legislative  document.  Is  there  in  this  re¬ 
port  or  in  the  bill  accompanying  the 
report  any  specific  reference  to  the  5 
percent  of  foreign  currencies  being  used 
specifically  for  market  development  work 
under  Public  Law  480? 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  I  think  there  is. 
We  had  a  reference  to  that  in  the  re¬ 
port  and  I  think  we  had  some  changes 
in  language  as  to  the  intent  of  the  act. 


We  attempted  to  bring  the  use  of  those 
funds  in  line  with  the  original  act.  It  is 
in  the  report  on  page  32. 

Mr.  McINTIRE.  I  appreciate  that  re¬ 
sponse.  It  has  been  of  concern  to  some 
of  us  on  the  legislative  committee  that 
certain  priorities  have  gotten  ahead  of 
market  development  work.  It  was  our 
intent  in  our  last  extension  of  the  act 
to  place  emphasis  on  the  market  devel¬ 
opment  work. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  We  discuss  that  thor¬ 
oughly  on  page  32.  There  is  a  definite 
limit  as  to  how  far  this  subcommittee 
can  go  in  trying  to  restore  the  intent  of 
the  gentleman’s  committee. 

Mr.  McINTIRE.  I  thank  the  gentle¬ 
man.  I  should  like  to  call  attention  to 
the  colloquy  that  took  place  with  the 
gentlewoman  from  Missouri  today  in  re¬ 
lation  to  poultry  inspection.  It  is  my  un¬ 
derstanding  from  that  colloquy  that  the 
poultry  inspection  provision  in  this  leg¬ 
islative  document  is  to  provide  an  addi¬ 
tional  $500,000  for  inspection  and  that# 
the  language  which  is  inserted  in  this 
bill,  although  perhaps  a  point  of  order 
could  be  made  against  it,  does  perhaps 
release  the  Department  from  the  man¬ 
datory  provisions  of  the  original  Poultry 
Inspection  Act. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  It  is  modified  some, 
but  it  is  not  mandatory.  It  does  give  the 
Department  some  discretion  as  to  how 
much  inspection  is  required,  which  is 
provided  in  the  basic  law. 

May  I  say  to  the  gentleman  that  I 
do  not  quarrel  about  jurisdiction.  There 
is  enough  work  around  here  for  every¬ 
body  to  do,  but  I  do  say,  as  the  gentle¬ 
man  well  knows,  that  no  matter  what 
legislation  you  might  pass,  if  we  do  not 
give  the  money  we  do  not  have  the  pro¬ 
gram.  Involved  here  is  an  effort  to  get 
together  on  the  views  of  all  concerned. 

Mr.  McINTIRE.  I  appreciate  the 
chairman’s  comment. 

I  would  like  to  comment  further.  I 
follow  with  interest  the  rural  re¬ 
sources  program  of  the  Department  of 
Agriculture.  I  appreciate  the  fact  that 
there  is  provided  in  this  bill  $2  million, 
but  there  are  some  people  who  feel  that 
this  program  could  well  stand  some 
further  expansion,  and  I  certainly 
would  appreciate,  as  I  am  sure  each 
member  of  the  committee  has  already 
done,  a  careful  review  of  this  program, 
because  I  think  we  are  on  common 
ground  in  this  respect. 

There  is  one  other  area  which  causes 
me  some  concern.  I  am  sure  that  the 
chairman  and  the  members  of  the  com¬ 
mittee  have  given  it  close  attention.  I 
notice  throughout  this  report  that  pro¬ 
vision  has  been  made  for  increased  per¬ 
sonnel  costs,  changes  in  grade,  the  wage 
and  benefits  provision  under  the  exist¬ 
ing  Classified  Employees  Act.  However, 
in  the  provisions,  made  for  the  adminis¬ 
trative  expenses  of  the  Farmers  Home 
Administration  there  seems  to  be  no 
provision  for  this  factor.  I  am  advised 
that  the  Civil  Service  Commission  has 
required  the  upgrading  of  the  clerks, 
which  costs  $150,000  annually,  and  a 
wage  and  benefit  increase  of  $150,000; 
then  some  normal  step  increases,  and 
that  there  is  need  for  about  $500,000 
here  to  be  comparable  with  other  divi¬ 
sions  of  the  department. 


Mr.  WHITTEN.  May  I  say  to  the 
gentleman  that  these  promotions  that 
he  has  mentioned  will  have  to  be  made 
from  funds  available.  The  question 
arises  then  whether  the  Fanners  Home 
Administration  should  have  that  much 
additional  money.  In  view  of  the 
relatively  small  workload  in  some  sec¬ 
tions  of  the  country,  it  was  felt  that  the 
problems  of  this  agency  could  be  met  by 
the  overall  funds  here.  Again,  it  will 
be  reviewed  in  the  other  body,  and  we 
will  see  what  they  think  should  be  done. 

Mr.  MclNTIRE.  I  thank  the  gentle¬ 
man. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
yield  such  time  as  he  may  desire  to  the 
gentleman  from  Iowa  [Mr.  Kyl], 

(Mr.  KYL  asked  and  was  given  per¬ 
mission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.  ) 

Mr.  KYL.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  am  deeply 
concerned  with  the  attitude  apparently 
held  by  a  number  of  my  colleagues — an 
attitude  that  the  farmer  is  in  good  fi¬ 
nancial  condition.  He  is  not.  Prelimi¬ 
nary  census  information  indicates  that 
my  district  of  Iowa  has  again  lost  popu¬ 
lation — this  is  a  direct  reflection  of  agri¬ 
culture’s  financial  problem — now  a  prob¬ 
lem  of  our  small  towns  and  cities  as  well. 

There  is  need  now,  for  broad  legisla¬ 
tion  which  reaches  the  basic  causes  of 
this  situation.  There  are  numerous 
proposals  which  would  help.  We  will 
never  vote  on  these  proposals  unless  we 
are  copcerned  with  farmers  rather  than 
farmers’  votes.  This  legislation  is  a 
first  step.  Beyond  this  we  must  take  a 
long  look  at  farm  imports.  Third,  we 
should  improve  our  agricultural  report¬ 
ing  service  to  make  it  a  truly  effective 
guide  for  production. 

Finally  there  is  the  job  of  finding  new 
uses  and  new  markets  for  agricultural 
products. 

I  do  not  care  who  introduces  or  sup¬ 
ports  attempts  at  effective  legislation. 
Politics  should  not  interfere  with  an 
honest  attempt  to  find  the  solution. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  All  time  has  ex¬ 
pired.  The  clerk  will  read. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows : 

Research:  For  research  and  demonstra¬ 
tions  on  the  production  and  utilization  of 
agricultural  products,  home  economics,  and 
related  research  and  services,  including  ad¬ 
ministration  of  payments  to  State  agricul¬ 
tural  experiment  stations,  $67,934,000:  Pro¬ 
vided,  That  the  limitations  contained  herein 
shall  not  apply  to  replacement  of  buildings 
needed  to  carry  out  the  Act  of  April  24,  1948 
(21  U.S.C.  113a) ,  or  to  not  to  exceed  $1,000,000 
to  remain  available  until  expended  for  the 
construction  and  alteration  of  buildings: 
Provided  further.  That  the  Secretary  of  Agri¬ 
culture  may  sell  the  Entomology  Research 
Laboratory  at  Orlando,  Florida,  in  such  man¬ 
ner  and  upon  such  terms  and  conditions  as 
he  deems  advantageous  and  the  proceeds  of 
such  sale  shall  remain  available  until  ex¬ 
pended  for  the  establishment  of  an  entomol¬ 
ogy  research  laboratory:  Provided  further. 
That  in  the  establishment  of  such  laboratory 
the  Secretary  may  acquire  land  therefor  by 
donation  or  exchange; 

Mr.  ANDERSEN  of  Minnesota.  Mr. 
Chairman,  I  ask  unanimous  consent  that 
the  bill  be  considered  as  read  and  open 
to  amendment  at  any  point. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Minnesota? 
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Mr.  WHITTEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  re¬ 
serving  the  right  to  object,  it  is  my  un¬ 
derstanding  that  the  part  to  be  read 
would  not  be  subject  to  amendment. 

Mr.  ANDERSEN  of  Minnesota.  I 
withdraw  my  request,  Mr.  Chairman. 

The  clerk  read  as  follows: 


Act  o 1  June  26,  1953,  shall  not  be  paid  to  any 
State  or  Puerto  Rico  prior  to  availability  of 
an  equal  sum  from  non-Federal  sources  for 
expenditure  during  the  current  fiscal  year: 
Provided  further.  That  all  of  the  additional 
funds  provided  herein  shall  be  used  to  meet 
expenses  at  the  county  level. 


May 


DISEASES  OF  ANIMALS  AND  POULTRY 


Eradication  activities:  For  expenses  neces¬ 
sary  in  the  arrest  and  eradication  of  foot- 
and-mouth  disease,  rinderpest,  contagious 
pleuropneumonia,  or  other  contagious  or 
infectious  diseases  of  animals,  or  European 
fowl  pest  and  similar  diseases  in  poultry, 
and  for  foot-and-mouth  disease  and  rinder¬ 
pest  programs  undertaken  pursuant  to  the 
provisions  of  the  Act  of  February  28,  1947, 
and  the  Act  of  May  29,  1884,  as  amended 
(7  U.S.C.  391;  21  U.S.C.  111—122),  including 
expenses  in  accordance  with  section  2  of  said 
Act  of  February  28,  1947,  the  Secretary  may 
transfer  from  other  appropriations  or  funds 
available  to  the  bureaus,  corporations,  or 
agencies  of  the  Department  such  sums  as 
he  may  deem  necessary,  to  be  available  only 
in  an  emergency  which  threatens  the  live¬ 
stock  or  poultry  industry  of  the  country,  and ' 
any  unexpended  balances  of  funds  transferred 
under  this  head  in  the  next  preceding  fiscal 
year  shall  be  merged  with  such  transferred 
amounts :  Provided,  That  this  appropriation 
shall  be  subject  to  applicable  provisions  con¬ 
tained  in  the  item  “Salaries  and  expenses. 
Agricultural  Research  Service”. 


Mr.  YOUNGER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
make  the  point  of  order  that  a  quorum 
is  not  present. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
move  that  the  Committee  do  now  rise. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to. 

Accordingly  the  Committee  rose;  and 
the  Speaker  having  resumed  the  chair, 
Mr.  Kilday,  Chairman  of  the  Committee 
of  the  Whole  House  on  the  State  of  the 
Union,  reported  that  that  Committee, 
having  had  under  consideration  the  bill 
(H.R.  12117)  making  appropriations  for 
the  Department  of  Agriculture  and  Farm 
Credit  Administration  for  the  fiscal  year 
ending  June  30,  1961,  and  for  other  pur 


Ppses,  had  come  to  no  resolution  thereon 
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COMMITTEE  ON  INTELLI¬ 
GENCE  MATTERS 


Mr.  AVERY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move 
to  strike  out  the  last  word. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  do  this  in  order  to 
propound  a  question  to  the  distinguished 
subcommittee  chairman,  the  gentleman 
from  Mississippi  [Mr.  Whitten].  Could 
the  gentleman  advise  us  what  his  plan  of 
procedure  is  for  the  remainder  of  the 
time  this  afternoon?  Are  you  going  to 
read  the  entire  bill? 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  It  was  my  hope  to 
read  the  entire  bill.  If  the  session 
stretches  out  too  long,  of  course,  then 
we  would  rise,  say,  at  5  o’clock. 

Mr.  AVERY.  And  the  gentleman 
hopes  to  complete  work  on  the  bill  this 
evening? 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  I  certainly  would 
hope  so,  but  it  will  go  over  until  to¬ 
morrow  for  a  final  vote. 

Mr.  AVERY.  Well,  Mr.  Chairman,  I, 
of  course,  am  in  no  position  to  object.  It 
was  my  understanding  we  were  just"  go¬ 
ing  to  conclude  general  debate  this  after¬ 
noon  and  read  the  bill  under  the  5- 
minute  rule  tomorrow. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  It  was  my  under¬ 
standing  with  the  leadership  that  we 
would  proceed  but  that  any  vote  would  go 
over  until  tomorrow.  That  was  my  un¬ 
derstanding  individually,  so  that  I  am 
carrying  out  what  I  understood  to  be  the 
situation. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Clerk  will  read 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 


extension  service 

Cooperative  extension  work,  payvients  and 
expenses 

Payments  to  States  and  Puerto  Rico:  For 
payments  for  cooperative  agricultural  exten¬ 
sion  work  under  the  Smith-Lever  Act  as 
amended  by  the  Act  of  June  26,  1953  (7  u.S.C 
341~348),  and  the  Act  of  August  11  1955  (7 
ILS.C.  347a)  $54,220,000;  and"  paym^ntfand 
fOT  such  work  under  section 

of  4i  q2«  tt  Agrlcultural  Marketing  Act 
of  1946  (7  U.S.C.  1623-1624),  $1,495  000’  In 
all,  $55,715,000:  Provided,  That  funds  hereby 
appropriated  pursuant  to  section  3(c)  of  the 


(Mr.'ZABLOCKI  asked  and  was  givfm 
permission  to  address  the  House  for  1 
minute  an*J  to  revise  and  extend  Its  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  ZABL&CKI.  Mr.  Speaker^  I  wish 
to  advise  the  House  that  I  h/ve  again 
contacted  the  Committee  on  Jftules,  urg¬ 
ing  favorable  action  on  Hoinfe  Joint  Res¬ 
olution  31,  and  similar  resolutions  pend¬ 
ing  before  the  comrhitte/  House  Joint 
Resolution  31  provide\f6r  the  establish¬ 
ment  of  a  Joint  Congressional  Commit¬ 
tee  on  Intelligence  ftCattbrs. 

The  recent  downing  oKa  U.S.  plane 
over  Soviet  Russia,  and  tire  conflicting 
reports  that  follow,  again  underscore  the 
necessity  for  the  approval  ofNthis  pro¬ 
posal.  /  T 

Theie  is  ft  drastic  need  for  ixdproved 
coordination  of  our  Nation’s  intelligence 
activities^  and  for  better  contactsVbe- 
tween  the  Congress  and  the  executive 
branch  in  this  vital  field. 

When  I  first  introduced  my  proposal 
In  1953 — in  the  form  of  House  Concur- 


it  Resolution  169,  83d  Congress— I 
iomted  out  that  over  a  score  of  separate 
agencies,  offices,  and  bureaus  are  inde¬ 
pendently  engaged  in  intelligence- 
gathering  activities; 

That  the  Central  Intelligence  Agency 
created  for  the  purpose  of  coordinating 
and  evaluating  intelligence,  has  not  given 
adequate  emphasis  to  its  basic  statutory 
functions  and  had  become  an  intelli- 
gence-gathering  organization  in  its  own 

Hi)  y 

And  that  intelligence  matters  have 
been  handled  in  a  piecemeal,  at  times 
almost  slipshod  manner  from  the  con¬ 
gressional  standpoint. 

'Diose  facts  were  in  evidence  in  1953 
and  they  are  still  in  evidence  today. 

Two  years  after  my  original  proposal 
was  introduced,  the  Hoover  Commission 
in  its  Report  on  Intelligence  Activities  •» 
endorsed  and  called  for  the  creation  of 
a  Joint  Congressional  Committee  on  In¬ 
telligence. 


activities — that  our  Nation  needs  a /Con¬ 
gressional  “watchdog”  committee/pat- 
terned  on  the  Joint  Atomic  Eneray  Com¬ 
mittee,  to  collaborate  with  the  Sxecutive 
on  matters  of  special  importance  to  the 
national  security.  / 

On  January  17,  1955,  vtffen  the  84th 
Congress  convened,  -and  «ten  before  the 
Hoover  Commission  subnrfitted  its  recom¬ 
mendations,  some  20>Members  of  this 
House  joined  me  in/reintroducing  the 
proposal  to  establish  such  a  “watchdog’’ 
committee.  / 

On  July  6,  1&85,  at  my  request,  the 
Committee  on  Jxules  granted  a  hearing 
on  this  legislation.  After  2  days  of  hear¬ 
ings,  the  committee  took  no  action  to 
place  the  /resolution  before  the  House 
but  assigned  a  subcommittee  to  study  the 
proposal 

This/action  was  followed  by  a  second 
hearing  before  the  Committee  on  Rules 
helcyon  January  31,  1956.  In  spite  of  our 
efforts,  however,  the  resolution  did  not 
vance  to  the  House. 

With  the  help  of  interested  colleagues 
I  again  revived  the  effort  to  bring  this 
proposal  before  the  House  when  the  85th 
Congress  convened,  by  introducing 
House  Concurrent  Resolution  49,  and 
asking  for  an  early  hearing. 

I  followed  this  by  reintroducing  the 
proposal  in  the  86th  Congress  in  the 
form  of  House  Joint  Resolution  31  and 
House  Concurrent  Resolution  11.  Both 
of  these  measures  are  pending  before  the 
Committee  on  Rules. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  have  mentioned  all 
these  steps  merely  to  show  that  the  pro¬ 
posal  to  establish  a  Joint  Congressional 
Committee  on  Intelligence  Matters  is  not 
a  rash  proposal  brought  out  by  a  single 
international  incident. 

It  is  a  well-thought-out  measure, 
which  I  have  repeatedly  brought  to  the 
attention  of  the  House  for  the  past  7 
years. 

I  do  not  believe  that  House  considera¬ 
tion  of  this  proposal  should  be  delayed 
any  longer.  The  facts  of  the  interna¬ 
tional  situation,  and  the  facts  relating  to 
the  operations  of  executive  intelligence 
"gencies,  speak  for  themselves.  A 

‘  earnestly  hope  that  the  Committee  " 
on\Rules  will  promptly  schedule  House 
Resolution  31,  or  House  Concurrent 
Resolution  11,  for  floor  debate  and  a  vote. 


reltepX  OF  HARDSHIP  FOR 

DISPLACED  FAMILIES  AND 

BUSINESSES 


,  1955.  the  Hoover  Commis¬ 

sion  stated— in  its  one  and  only  recom¬ 
mendation  on  the  subject  of  intelligence 


(Mr.  RAINsNesked  and  was  given  per¬ 
mission  to  extend  his  remarks  at  this 
point  in  the  Record  and  include  ex¬ 
traneous  matter.)  \ 

Mr.  RAINS.  Mr. 'Speaker,  I  have  to¬ 
day  introduced  two  'housing  bills  the 
Home  Financing  Act  \f  1960  and  the 
Relocation  Assistance  Act  of  I960  to 
serve  as  a  frame  of  reference  for  ’the 
extensive  hearings  on  geiteral  housing 
legislation  to  be  held  by  me  Housing 
Subcommittee  beginning  Maw  16.  1 

would  like  to  emphasize,  Mr/NSpeaker, 
that  these  two  bills  incorporate  a  iiumber 
of  new  suggestions  and  proposals  help 
improve  our  home  financing  progtams 
and  to  bring  relief  to  families  and  busi¬ 
nesses  forced  to  move  because  of 
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HIGHL^CTHTS:  House  passed  agricultural  appropriation  bill. 
Caterings,  and  Dixon  introduced  farm  labor  bills. 


Representatives  Mclntire, 


HOUSE 


1*  AGRICULTURAL  APPROPRIATION  BILL,  1961.  Passed  with  amendments  this  bill,  H.  R, 
12117.  pp.  9315-47,  A4071-2 

Agreed  to  the  following  amendments: 

By  Rep.  Cooley,  116  to  67,  to  strike  a  provision  of  the  bill  which  would 
have  provided  that  no  part  of  CCC  funds  may  be  used  to  formulate  or  administer 
a  program  which  provides  for  reclassing  of  CCC  cotton  after  time  of  sale  to 
private  individuals  or  organizations,  pp.  9323-36 

By  Rep.  Yates  to  provide  that  none  of  the  funds  appropriated  shall  be  used 
to  formulate  or  administer  any  program  which  does  not  provide  for  maximum  use 
of  Government -owned  facilities  for  storing  surplus  commodities  consistent  with 
the  economical  operation  of  CCC.  pp,  9336-9 

By  Rep.  Brown,  Ga. ,  to  strike  a  provision  of  the  bill  which  would  have  pro¬ 
vided  that  no  part  of  the  funds  appropriated  could  be  used  to  pay  any  employee 
or  office,  except  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  who,  in  addition  to  other 
regularly  assigned  responsibilities,  serves  as  a  member  of  the  board  of  di¬ 
rectors  or  as  an  officer  of  CCC  after  Feb.  1,  1961,  A  point  of  order  by  Rep. 


Brown  against  this  provision  was  overruled  earlier  by  the  Chair,  pp.  9339-44 


Rejected  the  following  amendments: 

By  Rep.  Quie,  which  would  change  ACP  language  to  eliminate  the  necessity  for 
county  committee  approval  of  5  percent  transfers  to  SCS  for  technical  services, 
and  which  he  explained  would  "change  the  present  procedure  whereby  the  county- 
by-county  transfer  of  5  percent  of  ACP  money  to  SCS  when  they  give  technical 
assistance  to  ACP  would  be  changed  to  a  direct  appropriation"  so  as  "to  proviae 
for  the  expeditious  use  of  this  money  so  that  it  would  not  depend  on  the 
county-by-county  transfer  arrangement"  and  "would  allow  the  full  5  percent 
moneys  as  has  been  the  custom  in  the  past  to  be  used  for  this  technical  assist¬ 
ance  by  SCS."  pp,  9316-7 

By  Rep.  Lipscomb,  22  to  52,  to  limit  to  $800,000  the  amount  of  Foreign 
Agricultural  Service  salaries  and  expenses  appropriation  which  could  be  used 
to  purchase  foreign  currencies,  pp.  9318-9 

A  point  of  order  by  Rep.  Marshall  was  sustained  against  the  entire  sub¬ 
appropriation  "Marketing  Services"  which  includes  market  news,  inspection  and 
grading,  packers  and  stockyards  activities,  and  several  other  regulatory 
activities,  thus  eliminating  this  subappropriation  item  from  the  bill, 
p.  9318  g 

Rep.  Gubser  submitted,  but  later  withdrew,  an  amendment  which  would  have 
provided  that  no  part  of  any  funds  appropriated  for  the  agricultural  conserva¬ 
tion  program  could  be  utilized  to  survey  acreage  which  had  been  certified  by 
a  member  of  the  Society  of  Professional  Engineers,  p.  9317 


WATERSHEDS;  FARM  CREDIT;  GUAM.  The  Agriculture  Committee  voted  to  report  (but 
did  not  actually  report)  the  following  bills:  p.  D402 

H.  R.  11615,  with  amendment,  to  amend  Sec.  4  of  the  Watershed  Protectij 
ancNn.ood  Prevention  Act  so  as  to  authorize  Federal  assistance  on  wate^dned 
projects  prior  to  the  acquisition  of  land,  easements,  or  rxghts-of-j^dy  needed 
in  connection  with  works  of  improvement  installed  with  Federal  assistance. 

H.  R.  98&6L  with  amendment,  to  authorize  this  Department  tcj/jirovide  a  pro¬ 
gram  of  agricultural  services  to  Guam. 

H.  R.  10310,  amendment,  to  amend  the  Farm  CreditXct  of  1933  so  as  to 

provide  for  increased  representation  by  regional  bank^^tor  cooperatives  on  the 
Board  of  Directors  of  ck.e  Central  Bank  for  Cooperatives.  Q 

3.  LIBRARY  SERVICES.  A  subcommittee  of  the  Educafedxm  and  Labor  Committee  voted 
to  report  to  the  full  commit  teeNH.  R.  12125'';  to  amend  the  Library  Services  Act 
so  as  to  extend  the  appropriationxuthojxCzation  for  5  years,  p. 


D403 


4.  PERSONNEL;  EMPLOYEES  COMPENSATION. /k  subcommittee  of  the  Education  and  Labor 
Committee  voted  to  report  to  tbe'iull  comitN^ttee  H.  R.  10705  (amended  and  a 
clean  bill  is  to  be  introduced),  to  make  varixxis  amendments  to  the  Federal 
Employees*  Compensation  Aet  regarding  injuries^  employees  while  in  the  per¬ 
formance  of  their  dutied.  p.  D403 


5.  ELECTRIFICATION, 
expressed  they 
9377 


number  of  Representatives  commended 
'congratulations  on  its  25th  anniversary. 


le  work  of  REA  and 
9348,  9349-75, 


6.  HOUSIN^v^  Received  from  the  Housing  and  Home  Finance  Agency  a  propds^d  bill 

"to/cimend  the  National  Housing  Act  to  remove  certain  limitations  on  tlbe  aggre- 
ite  amount  of  outstanding  mortgage  insurance";  to  Banking  and  Currency 
Committee,  p.  9378 


House  of  Representatives 

Wednesday,  May  11,  1960 


The  Hctose  met  at  12  o’clock  noon. 
The  Chaplain,  Rev.  Bernard  Braskamp, 
D.D.,  offeredihe  following  prayer: 

Colossians  4c  5:  Walk  in  wisdom 
toward  them  thakare  without,  redeeming 
the  time.  \ 

Almighty  God,  in\his  moment  of  wor¬ 
ship  may  there  come  into  our  bewildered 
minds  and  troubled  hearts  a  reassuring 
sense  of  Thy  presence  \nd  power,  in¬ 
spiring  us  with  feelings  o\serenity  and 
stability.  \ 

Grant  that  whenever  we ^nter  the 
sacred  retreat  of  prayer  our  faltering- 
spirits  may  be  lifted  from  the  lowlands 
of  doubt  and  fear  to  the  lofty  heights  of 
faith  and  courage,  confident  thatNour 
dream,  of  peace  on  earth  though  delayed, 
will  not  be  defeated.  \ 

Show  us  how  we  may  help  men  and 
nations  everywhere  find  the  fellowship 
of  Thy  love  and  follow  the  light  of  Thy 
truth  and  walk  together  in  the  paths  of 
mutual  trust  and  good  will. 

We  earnestly  beseech  Thee  that  our 
President,  our  Speaker,  our  Congress, 
and  all  who  guide  the  affairs  of  our  na¬ 
tional  and  international  life,  may  have 
a  clear  vision  of  Thy  divine  purpose  and 
the  wisdom  and  the  will  to  pursue  it 
faithfully. 

Hear  us  in  the  name  of  the  Prince  of 
Peace.  Amen. 


THE  JOURNAL 

The  Journal  of  the  proceedings  of  yes 
ter  day  was  read  and  approved. 


MESSAGE  FROM  THE  SENATE 

A  message  from  the  Senate  by  Mr.  Mc- 
Gown,  one  of  its  clerks,  announced  that 
the  Senate  had  passed  without  amend¬ 
ment  a  bill  of  the  House  of  the  following 
title : 

H.R.  11713.  An  act  to  authorize  appropria-, 
tions  for  the  Atomic  Energy  Commission  ip. 
accordance  with  section  261  of  the  Atoaiic 
Energy  Act  of  1954,  as  amended,  andr  for 
other  purposes.  / 


AUTHORIZING  RESALE  OF/CERTAIN 
SHIPS  TO  THE  REBUBLIC  OF 
CHINA. — CONFERENCE/ REPORT 

Mr.  GARMATZ  subm/ued  the  follow¬ 
ing  conference  report/and  statement  on 
the  bill  (H.R.  8042 /  to  authorize  the 
Secretary  of  Commerce  to  resell  four  Cl- 
SAY-1  type  vesseft  to  the  Government  of 
the  Republic  of  China  for  use  in  Chi¬ 
nese  trade  \y  Far  East  and  Near  East 
waters  exclusively: 

Conference  Report  (H.  Rept.  No.  1600) 
The  oommittee  of  conference  on  the  dis¬ 
agreeing  votes  of  the  two  Houses  on  the 
amejfdment  of  the  Senate  to  the  hill  (H.R. 
8042)  to  authorize  the  Secretary  of  Com¬ 


merce  to  resell  four  Cl-SAY-1  type  vessels 
to  the  Government  of  the  Republic  of  China 
for  use  in  Chinese  trade  in  Par  East  and 
Near  East  waters  exclusively,  having  met, 
after  full  and  free  conference,  have  agreed 
to  recommend  and  do  recommend  to  their 
respective  Houses  as  follows : 

That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagree¬ 
ment  to  the  amendment  of  the  Senate  to 
the  text  of  the  bill  and  agree  to  the  same. 

That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagree¬ 
ment  to  the  amendment  of  the  Senate  to 
the  title  of  the  bill  and  agree  to  the  same. 
Edward  A.  Garmatz, 

LeonorK.  (Mrs.  John  B.)  Sullivan, 

George  P.  Miller, 

Thor  C.  Tollefson, 

William  K.  Van  Pelt, 

Managers  on  the  Part  of  the  House. 
Warren  G.  Mac-nuson, 

E.  L.  Bartlett, 

Andrew  P.  Schoeppel, 

S.  Managers  on  the  Part  of  the  Senate. 

\  Statement 

The  managers  on  the  part  of  the  House  ate 
the  conference  on  the  disagreeing  votes  JL 
the  twa.  Houses  on  the  amendments  of yme 
Senate  txV  the  bill  (H.R.  8042)  to  authorize 
the  Secrec&ry  of  Commerce  to  resejc  four 
Cl-SAY-1  tyoe  vessels  to  the  Governmient  of 
the  RepublicSof  China  for  use  hft  Chinese 
trade  in  Far  East  and  Near  East  waters  exclu¬ 
sively,  submit  tHe  following  .Statement  in 
explanation  of  the\ffect  of  the  action  agreed 
upon  by  the  conferees  and/ecommended  in 
the  accompanying  conference  report : 

The  House  bill  propped  that  the  sales 
price  of  the  two  vessel s/a  nth  or  i  z  ed  to  be  sold 
should  be  the  statutory  sales  price  less  pay¬ 
ments  already  maife  from  1348  to  1951  on 
account  of  the  purchase  of  four  vessels. 

The  Senate  ajnendment  provided  that  the 
sales  price  of  /the  two  vessels  should  be  the 
statutory  sares  price  less  payments  already 
made  from/ 1948  to  1951  on  account,  of  the 
purchase/of  four  vessels  and  less  deprecia¬ 
tion  cojnputed  at  the  rate  of  3(4  per  centum 
per  amium  from  the  date  of  default  under 
the /original  contract  to  the  date  of  sale 
under  this  Act.  ' 

/ The  action  of  the  conference  would  accept 
/the  method  for  determining  the  sales  price 
provided  in  the  Senate  amendment. 

The  amendment  of  the  Senate  to  the  title 
of  the  bill  was  also  accepted  by  the  confer¬ 
ence  in  order  to  make  the  title  consistent 
with  the  body  of  the  bill. 

Edward  A.  Garmatz, 

LeonorK.  (Mrs.  John  B.)  Sullivan, 
George  P.  Miller, 

Thor  C.  Tollefson, 

William  K.  Van  Pelt, 

Managers  on  the  Part  of  the  House. 


CORRECTION  OF  ROLLCALL 

Mr.  GARMATZ.  Mr.  Speaker,  on  May 
4,  rollcall  No.  69,  I  am  listed  as  not  vot¬ 
ing.  I  was  present  and  voted  “yea.”  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  the  perma¬ 
nent  Record  and  Journal  may  be  cor¬ 
rected  accordingly. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Maryland? 

There  was  no  objection. 


RUMANIAN  INDEPENDENCE  DA X 

(Mrs.  BOLTON  asked  and  was /given 
permission  to  extend  her  remarks/at  this 
point  in  the  Record.)  / 

Mrs.  BOLTON.  Mr.  Spencer,  Tues¬ 
day,  May  10,  was  Rumanian  Independ¬ 
ence  Day,  a  day  which  marks  Rumania’s 
achievement  of  national  unity  and  in¬ 
dependence.  This  day/was  appropriately 
observed  in  the  House  by  speeches  of 
Members  of  Congress,  and  elsewhere  by 
public  gatheringVthroughout  the  Nation. 

The  city  of  Cleveland  includes  a  large 
number  of  persons  of  Rumanian  descent 
among  its  populace,  and  I  am  privileged 
to  represent  many  of  them  in  my  con¬ 
stituency.  They  have  contributed  sig- 
nificaj/tly  to  every  aspect  of  community 
life^and  are  among  those  who  most 
conscientiously  discharge  the  responsi¬ 
bilities  of  citizenship. 

I  am  informed  that  the  Cleveland 
Rumanian  Independence  Day  rally  will 
be  held  on  Sunday,  May  15,  in  the 
Carpatina  Hall.  This  celebration  will 
provide  opportunity  for  the  many  friends 
of  Rumania  to  join  in  honoring  a  coura¬ 
geous  and  resolute  people,  who  have 
maintained  their  love  of  liberty  in  the 
face  of  harsh  totalitarianism. 

Despite  every  effort  by  the  Communist 
rulers  to  extinguish  freedom  perma¬ 
nently  from  Eastern  Europe,  the  Ruma¬ 
nian  people  retain  a  steadfast  faith  in 
liberation.  On  the  occasion  of  this  In¬ 
dependence  Day  commemoration,  let  us 
renew  our  historic  bonds  of  friendship 
with  a  liberty-loving  people  and  pray 
that  they  may  soon  again  live  in  freedom 
and  independence. 


DEPARTMENT  OF  AGRICULTURE 
AND  FARM  CREDIT  ADMINISTRA¬ 
TION  APPROPRIATION  BILL,  1961 
Mr.  WHITTEN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  move 
that  the  House  resolve  itself  into  the 
Committee  of  the  Whole  House  on  the 
State  of  the  Union  for  the  further  con¬ 
sideration  of  the  bill  (H.R.  12117)  mak¬ 
ing  appropriations  for  the  Department  of 
Agriculture  and  Farm  Credit  Admini¬ 
stration  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June 
30,  1961,  and  for  other  purposes. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to. 
Accordingly,  the  House  resolved  itself 
into  the  Committee  of  the  Whole  House 
on  the  State  of  the  Union  for  the  further 
consideration  of  the  bill  H.R.  12117,  with 
Mr.  Kilday  in  the  chair. 

The  Clerk  read  the  title  of  the  bill. 
The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Clerk  had  read 
down  to  and  including  line  11,  page  8  of 
the  bill  when  the  Committee  rose  last 
evening.  If  there  are  no  amendments, 
the  Clerk  will  read. 
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The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

SOIL  CONSERVATION”  SERVICE 

Conservation  operations 
For  necessary  expenses  for  carrying  out  the 
provisions  of  the  Act  of  April  27,  1935  (16 
U.S.C.  590a-590f),  including  preparation  of 
conservation  plans  and  establishment  of 
measures  to  conserve  soil  and  water  (includ¬ 
ing  farm  irrigation  and  land  drainage  and 
such  special  measures  as  may  be  necessary 
to  prevent  floods  and  the  siltation  of  reser¬ 
voirs);  operation  of  conservation  nurseries; 
classification  and  mapping  of  soils;  dis¬ 
semination  of  information;  purchase  and 
erection  or  alteration  of  permanent  build¬ 
ings;  and  operation  and  maintenance  of  air¬ 
craft,  $83,132,000:  Provided,  That  the  cost  of 
any  permanent  building  purchased,  erected, 
or  as  improved,  exclusive  of  the  cost  of  con¬ 
structing  a  water  supply  or  sanitary  system 
and  connecting  the  same  to  any  such  build¬ 
ing  and  with  the  exception  of  buildings  ac¬ 
quired  in  conjunction  with  land  being  pur¬ 
chased  for  other  purposes,  shall  not  exceed 
$2,500,  except  for  eight  buildings  to  be  con¬ 
structed  or  improved  at  a  cost  not  to  exceed 
$15,000  per  building  and  except  that  altera¬ 
tions  or  improvements  to  other  existing 
permanent  buildings  costing  $2,500  or  more 
may  be  made  in  any  fiscal  year  in  an  amount 
not  to  exceed  $500  per  building:  Provided 
further.  That  no  part  of  this  appropriation 
shall  be  available  for  the  construction  of  any 
such  building  on  land  not  owned  by  the  Gov¬ 
ernment:  Provided  further.  That  no  part  of 
this  appropriation  may  be  expended  for  soil 
and  water  conservation  operations  under  the 
Act  of  April  27,  1935  (16  U.S.C.  5S0a-590f),  in 
demonstration  projects:  Provided  further. 
That  not  to  exceed  $5,000  may  be  used  for 
employment  pursuant  to  the  second  sentence 
of  section  706(a)  of  the  Organic  Act  of  1944 
(5  U.S.C.  574),  as  amended  by  section  15  of 
the  Act  of  August  2,  1946  (5  U.S.C.  55a) :  Pro¬ 
vided  further,  That  qualified  local  engineers 
may  be  temporarily  employed  at  per  diem 
rates  to  perform  the  technical  planning  work 
of  the  service:  Provided  further.  That  not  to 
exceed  $600,000  of  the  amount  appropriated 
under  this  head  for  fiscal  year  1960  may  be 
used  to  employ  conservation  aides  and  other 
nonprofessional  personnel  on  a  part-time  or 
contract  basis,  and  the  amount  so  used  may 
be  transferred  to  and  merged  with  this  appro¬ 
priation. 


tee  of  the  Whole  House  on  the  State  of 
the  Union,  reported  that  that  Commit¬ 
tee,  having  had  under  consideration  the 
bill  HJt.  12117,  and  finding  itself  with¬ 
out  a  quorum,  he  has  directed  the  roll  to 
be  called,  when  374  Members  responded 
to  their  names,  a  quorum,  and  he  sub¬ 
mitted  herewith  the  names  of  the  ab¬ 
sentees  to  be  spread  upon  the  Journal. 
The  Committee  resumed  its  sitting. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Clerk  will 
read. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows : 

AGRICULTURAL  CONSERVATION  PROGRAM  SERVICE 

Agricultural  conservation  program 

For  necessary  expenses  to  carry  into  effect 
the  program  authorized  in  sections  7  to  15, 
16(a),  and  17  of  the  Soil  Conservation  and 
Domestic  Allotment  Act,  approved  February 
29,  1936,  as  amended  (16  U.S.C.  590g-590(o), 
590p(a),  and  590q) ,  including  not  to  exceed 
$6,000  for  the  preparation  and  display  of 
exhibits,  including  such  displays  at  State, 
interstate,  and  international  fairs  within 
the  United  States,  $242,000,000,  to  remain 
available  until  December  31  of  the  next  suc¬ 
ceeding  fiscal  year  for  compliance  with  the 
program  of  soil-building  and  soil-  and  water- 
conserving  practices  authorized  under  this 
head  in  the  Department  of  Agriculture  and 
Farm  Credit  Administration  Appropriation 
Act,  1960,  carried  out  during  the  period  July 
1,  1959,  to  December  31,  1960,  inclusive:  Pro¬ 
vided,  That  not  to  exceed  $26,832,950  of  the 
total  sum  provided  under  this  head  shall  be 
available  during  the  current  fiscal  year  for 
administrative  expenses  for  carrying  out 
such  program,  the  cost  of  aerial  photographs, 
however,  not  to  be  charged  to  such  limita¬ 
tion;  but  not  more  than  $5,458,900  shall  be 
transferred  to  the  appropriation  account 
“Administrative  expenses,  section  392,  Agri¬ 
cultural  Adjustment  Act  of  1938”:  Provided 
further,  That  none  of  the  funds  herein  ap¬ 
propriated  shall  be  used  to  pay  the  salaries 
or  expenses  of  any  regional  information  em¬ 
ployees  or  any  State  information  employees, 
but  this  shall  not  preclude  the  answering  of 
inquiries  or  supplying  of  information  at  the 
county  level  to  individual  farmers:  Provided 
further,  That  such  amounts  shall  be  avail¬ 
able  for  administrative  expenses  in  connec¬ 
tion  with  the  formulation  and  administra- 


Mr.  EOW.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  make  the 
point  of  order  that  a  quorum  is  not  * 
present. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  will 
count.  [After  counting].  Seventy-four 
Members  are  present,  not  a  quorum. 

The  Clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  Clerk  called  the  roll,  and  the  fol¬ 
lowing  Members  failed  to  answer  to  their 
names : 


[Roll  No.  86] 


Alexander 

Dooley 

Morris,  N.  Mex. 

Alford 

Dowdy 

Porter 

Anderson, 

Durham 

Powell 

Mont. 

Elliott,  Pa. 

Rooney 

Anfuso 

Flood 

Scherer 

Barden 

Forand 

Scott 

Baring 

Hagen 

Shelley 

Blitch 

Hogan 

Sheppard 

Bonner 

Holifield 

Smith,  Kans. 

Boykin 

Jackson 

Spence 

Brewster 

Johansen 

Sullivan 

Brown,  Mo. 

Johnson,  Colo. 

Taylor  , 

Buckley 

Kelly 

Thompson,  N.J. 

Canfield 

Kilburn 

Vinson 

Cederberg 

Lesinskl 

Walter 

Celler 

Metcalf 

Weaver 

Chelf 

Miller, 

Willis 

Coffin 

George  P. 

Winstead 

Davis,  Tenn. 

Mitchell 

Young 

Diggs 

Montoya 

Accordingly,  the  Committee  rose;  and 
the  Speaker  having  resumed  the  chair, 
Mr.  Kilday,  Chairman  of  the  Commit¬ 


tion  of  the  1961  program  of  soil-building  and 
soil-  and  water-conserving  practices,  under 
the  Act  of  February  29,  1936,  as  amended 
(amounting  to  $250,000,000,  including  ad¬ 
ministration,  and  no  participant  shall  re¬ 
ceive  more  than  $2,500,  except  where  the  par¬ 
ticipants  from  two  or  more  farms  or  ranches 
join  to  carry  out  approved  practices  designed 
to  conserve  or  improve  the  agricultural  re¬ 
sources  of  the  community) :  Provided  fur¬ 
ther,  That  no  change  shall  be  made  in  such 
1961  program  which  will  have  the  effect  in 
any  county  of  restricting  eligibility  require¬ 
ments  or  cost-sharing  on  practices  included 
in  either  the  1958  or  the  1959  programs,  un¬ 
less  such  change  shall  have  been  recom¬ 
mended  by  the  county  committee  and  ap¬ 
proved  by  the  State  committee:  Provided 
further,  That  the  proportion  of  the  State 
fund  initially  allocated  to  any  county  for 
the  1961  program  shall  not  be  reduced  from 
the  distribution  of  such  funds  for  the  1959 
program  year:  Provided  further.  That  not  to 
exceed  5  per  centum  of  the  allocation  for 
the  1961  agricultural  conservation  program 
for  any  county  may,  on  the  recommendation 
of  such  county  committee  and  approval  of 
the  State  committee,  be  withheld  and  al¬ 
lotted  to  the  Soil  Conservation  Service  for 
services  of  its  technicians  in  formulating  and 
carrying  out  the  agricultural  conservation 
program  in  the  participating  counties,  and 
shall  not  be  utilized  by  the  Soil  Conservation 
Service  for  any  purpose  other  than  techni¬ 
cal  and  other  assistance  in  such  counties. 
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and  in  addition,  on  the  recommendation  of 
such  county  committee  and  approval  of  the 
State  committee,  not  to  exceed  1  p§r  centum 
may  be  made  available  to  any  other  Federal, 
State,  or  local  public  agency  for  the  same 
purpose  and  under  the  same  conditions: 
Provided  further,  That  for  the  1961  program 
$2,500,000  shall  be  available  for  technical  as¬ 
sistance  in  formulating  and  carrying  out 
agricultural  conservation  practices  and  $1,- 
000,000  shall  be  available  for  conservation 
practices  related  directly  to  flood  prevention 
work  in  approved  watersheds:  Provided  fur¬ 
ther,  That  such  amounts  shall  be  available 
for  the  purchase  of  seeds,  fertilizers,  lime, 
trees,  or  any  other  farming  material,  or  any 
soil-terracing  services,  and  making  grants 
thereof  to  agricultural  producers  to  aid  them 
in  carrying  out  farming  practices  approved 
by  the  Secretary  under  programs  provided  for 
herein:  Provided  further,  That  no  part  of  any 
funds  available  to  the  Department,  or  any 
bureau,  office,  corporation,  or  other  agency 
constituting  a  part  of  such  Department,  shall 
be  used  in  the  current  fiscal  year  for  the  pay¬ 
ment  of  salary  or  travel  expenses  of  any 
person  who  has  been  convicted  of  violating 
the  Act  entitled  “An  Act  to  prevent  per¬ 
nicious  political  activities”,  approved  August 
2,  1939,  as  amended,  or  who  has  been  found 
in  accordance  with  the  provisions  of  title  18, 
United  States  Code,  section  1913,  to  have 
violated  or  attempted  to  violate  such  section 
which  prohibits  the  use  of  Federal  appro¬ 
priations  for  the  payment  of  personal  serv¬ 
ices  or  other  expenses  designed  to  influence 
in  any  manner  a  Member  of  Congress  to 
favor  or  oppose  any  legislation  or  appropria¬ 
tion  by  Congress  except  upon  request  of  any 
Member  or  through  the  proper  official 
channels. 

Mr.  QUIE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  offer  an 
amendment  which  is  at  the  Clerk’s 
desk. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Qute:  On  page 
13,  line  24,  after  the  word  "program”,  strike 
out  "for  any  county  may,”  and  strike  out 
line  25  and  page  14,  line  1,  strike  out  the 
words  “approval  of  the  State  Committee”. 
On  page  14,  line  6  strike  out  "in  such”. 

On  page  14,  line  7  strike  out  “counties’* 
and  “on  the  recommendation  of  such”. 

On  page  14,  strike  all  of  line  8,  except  the 
word  “not”. 

(Mr.  QUIE  asked  and  was  given  per¬ 
mission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  QUIE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  offer  this 
amendment  which  would  change  the 
present  procedure  whereby  the  county- 
by-county  transfer  of  5  percent  of  AUP 
money  to  SCS  when  they  give  technical 
assistance  to  ACP  would  be  changed  to  a 
direct  appropriation.  There  is  strong 
support  for  this  proposal  in  my  State.  I 
can  read  to  you  a  resolution,  which  is 
short,  from  our  Minnesota  Association  of 
Soil  and  Water  Conservation  Districts: 

Whereas  the  5  percent  transfer  of  ACP 
funds  has  proven  inadequate  to  pay  for  the 
additional  workload  of  the  local  soil  conser¬ 
vation  district;  and 

Whereas  this  5  percent  transfer  has  caused 
dissension  between  districts  and  ASC  com¬ 
mittees  and  whereas  additional  Federal 
funds  for  technical  assistance  to  districts  are 
not  available:  Now,  therefore,  be  it 
Resolved,  That  the  practice  of  5  percent 
transferral  of  funds  be  discontinued  and 
that  the  Soil  Conservation  Service  be  appro¬ 
priated  sufficient  funds  to  adequately  proo- 
ess  all  ACP  referrals. 

What  this  proposal  I  have  made  would 
do  is  to  provide  for  the  expeditious  use 
of  this  money  so  that  it  would  not  de- 
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pend  on  the  county-by-county  transfer 
arrangement. 

I  notice  in  the  hearings,  part  I,  page 
555,  the  testimony  of  Assistant  Secretary 
of  Agriculture  Peterson : 

Transfer  of  A  CP  Funds  for  Technical 
Assistance 

From  time  to  time  we  have  discussed  with 
this  committee  the  problems  associated  with 
the  transfer  of  agricultural  conservation  pro¬ 
gram  funds  to  reimburse  the  Soil  Conserva¬ 
tion  Service  for  technical  services  rendered 
in  assisting  farmers  with  the  establishment 
of  certain  conservation  practices  for  which 
cost  sharing  is  avaialble.  Last  year  your 
committee  suggested  that  the  Department 
give  further  study  toward  the  simplification 
of  (1)  the  processes  involved  in  estimating 
the  needs  for  technical  services  to  be  fur¬ 
nished  by  SCS  and  (2)  the  actual  determina¬ 
tion  of  costs  of  technical  services  rendered 
to  ACP.  It  was  suggested  that  the  study  in¬ 
clude  the  feasibility  of  using  a  flat  charge 
per  hour  for  the  reimbursement  of  technical 
services  rendered. 

The  Department  has  since  made  an  exten¬ 
sive  study  of  this  problem  and  has  estab¬ 
lished  new  and  simplified  procedures  which 
are  being  used  in  connection  with  the  1960 
agricultural  conservation  program.  The  new 
procedures  are  substantially  simpler  on  both 
points  recommended  by  the  committee.  We 
have  adopted  State  by  State  a  flat  per  hour 
charge  for  the  reimbursement  of  technical 
services.  We  have  also  adopted  State  by 
State  a  fixed  percentage  of  the  amount  of 
the  cost  of  technical  services  which  is  to  be 
absorbed  by  the  Soil  Conservation  Service 
from  its  regular  funds.  Both  of  these  de¬ 
terminations  are  made  on  the  basis  of  past 
history  in  each  State. 

We  believe  these  simplified  procedures  will 
substantially  reduce  the  paperwork  involved 
in  the  transfer  of  ACP  funds  to  SCS.  Under 
the  new  procedures  there  is  less  paperwork 
involved  in  developing  the  transfer  agree¬ 
ment  county-by-county  and  we  have  elimi¬ 
nated  the  referral-by-referral  accountability 
for  transferred-  funds. 

We  believe  these  new  procedures  are  about 
as  simple  as  they  can  be  made  under  a 
county-by-county  transfer  arrangement.  As 
we  have  expressed  to  this  committee  before, 
however,  we  believe  that  substantial  savings 
could  be  made  if  the  financing  of  this  work 
was  provided  for  at  the  national  level. 

The  transfer  of  ACP  funds  for  needed 
technical  services  seems  to  have  become 
stabilized  for  the  past  several  years.  Nation¬ 
wide  the  transfers  have  been  holding  steady 
at  a  total  of  between  $7  and  $8  million  an¬ 
nually.  We  believe  it  would  benefit  both 
programs  and  afford  more  services  to  farmers 
if  a  specific  dollar  amount  of  ACP  funds 
would  be  earmarked  for  technical  services 
in  the  appropriation  act  in  lieu  of  the  pro¬ 
vision  for  county-by-county  transfer  ar¬ 
rangements. 

The  Department  of  Agriculture  is  proud 
of  the  soil  and  water  conservation  progress 
that  has  been  made  in  recent  years.  The 
programs  conceived  by  the  Congress  are 
sound.  Our  legislative  tools,  I  believe,  are 
adequate.  And  firsthand  observation  in  the 
field  during  the  last  5  years  convinces  me 
that  the  programs  the  Congress  has  au¬ 
thorized  are  being  carried  forward  vigorously 
and  efficiently,  both  by  the  soil  conservation 
districts  and  other  local  organizations,  and 
the  Soil  Conservation  Service.  I  believe  the 
budget  we  have  proposed  will  permit  us  to 
continue  this  great  work,  at  a  reasonable 
rate  of  speed,  in  fiscal  year  1961. 

So  you  see  that  Assistant  Secretary  of 
Agriculture  Peterson  recommends  that 
this  change  be  made.  He  states  that  last 
year  recommendation  was  made  by  the 
committee  that  the  Department  make  a 


study  of  transfer  simplification.  This 
has  been  done.  He  further  says: 

We  believe  these  simplified  procedures  will 
substantially  reduce  the  paper  work  involved 
In  the  transfer  of  ACP  funds  to  SCS. 

He  said  that  these  new  procedures  are 
about  as  simple  as  they  can  be  made  un¬ 
der  the  county-by-county  transfer  ar¬ 
rangement,  but  he  goes  on  further  to  say 
that  he  believes  there  should  be  a  change. 
The  Department  believes  it  would  benefit 
both  ACP  and  SCS  programs  and  would 
afford  more  services  to  farmers  if  a  spe¬ 
cific  dollar  amount  of  ACP  funds  would 
be  earmarked  for  technical  services  in 
the  appropriation  act  in  lieu  of  the  pro¬ 
vision  for  county-by-county  transfer  ar¬ 
rangements. 

My  amendment  would  allow  the  full  5 
percent  moneys  as  has  been  the  custom 
in  the  past  to  be  used  for  this  technical 
assistance  by  SCS.  As  I  stated,  it  would 
be  a  more  expeditious  way. 

The  only  disagreement  I  have  been 
able  to  find  so  far  in  the  discussions  I 
have  had  is  the  feeling  that  if  we  make 
direct  appropriations  of  the  5  percent 
ACP  funds,  the  SCS  funds  may  be  cut. 
I  do  not  believe  this  would  be  a  serious 
difficulty  as  long  as  we  agree  that  5  per¬ 
cent  of  the  ACP  funds  go  over  to  SCS. 
We  must  provide  the  funds  necessary  for 
technical  assistance  needed  in  the  ACP 
projects.  I  believe  strongly  that  this 
change  would  be  the  most  desirable  po¬ 
sition  for  us  to  take. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise 
in  opposition  to  the  amendment. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I,  too,  have  received 
resolutions  through  the  years  like  that 
referred  to  by  the  gentleman  from  Min¬ 
nesota.  The  Soil  Conservation  Service 
would  like  to  get  its  hands  on  this  money 
if  it  could.  We  have  had  a  good  deal 
of  experience  and  difficulty  with  these 
programs  in  past  years.  The  Soil  Con¬ 
servation  Service  was  supposed  to  supply 
the  technical  assistance  for  the  ACP 
work.  The  ACP  started  out  setting  up 
qualifications.  The  ACP  was  supposed 
to  determine  where  they  wanted  the 
work  and  the  SCS  had  to  get  the  money 
from  them  to  do  the  work. 

This  amendmnet  would  throw  us  back 
to  where  we  were  before  the  committee 
took  hold  of  it  and  changed  the  require¬ 
ments  as  they  are  in  the  present  bill 
and  program.  This  money  is  provided 
for  ACP  work  down  at  the  county  level. 
But  the  way  it  has  worked  in  the  past, 
the  ACP  organization  was  the  last  on  the 
list  to  get  the  money. 

It  was  our  committee  that  changed 
the  situation.  We  feel  the  local  people 
should  determine  where  they  want  to 
spend  their  money  for  this  assistance 
and  not  have  somebody  take  it  away 
from  them  at  the  State  level. 

Mr.  QUIE.  The  county  has  to  get  ap¬ 
proval  of  the  ACP  groups  and  SCS  will 
do  the  work. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  I  know  the  gentle¬ 
man  is  doing  what  he  thinks  is  right. 

Mr.  QUIE.  ACP  does  not  want  a 
transfer  of  the  funds,  and  so  forth. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  SCS  wants  to  get  it 
without  strings  attached. 

Mr.  QUIE.  Both  parties  have  to  agree. 
I  grant  the  gentleman’s  statement  is 
true  before  we  had  that  reorganization. 
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before  there  was  coordination  between 
the  two,  perhaps.  They  were  completely 
apart  for  a  while.  We  have  brought 
them  together. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  May  I  say  to  the 
gentleman  with  all  modesty  it  was  this 
committee  that  brought  them  together, 
and  we  did  it  with  this  vehicle.  I  do  not 
want  to  return  to  what  the  genleman 
advises. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Minnesota  [Mr.  QtjieL 

The  amendment  was  rejected. 

Mr.  GUBSER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  offer 
an  amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Gubser:  On 
page  15,  line  11,  after  the  word  “channels”, 
strike  out  the  period  and  insert  Provided 
further,  That  no  part  of  any  funds  appro¬ 
priated  for  the  agricultural  conservation 
program  shall  be  utilized  to  survey  acreage 
which  has  been  certified  by  a  member  of  the 
Society  of  Professional  Engineers.” 

Mr.  GUBSER.  Mr.  Chairman,  may  I 
say  that  I  fully  realize  the  subject  mat¬ 
ter  of  the  amendment  I  have  offered  has 
not  been  considered  by  the  subcommit¬ 
tee  and  I  also  admit  that  it  is  a  matter 
which  should  be  considered  in  hearings. 
I  am,  therefore,  offering  this  amendment 
solely  for  the  purpose  of  focusing  atten¬ 
tion  on  the  problem  in  the  hope  that  in 
the  committee  hearings  next  year  this 
proposal  will  be  considered. 

A  few  weeks  back  members  of  the  So¬ 
ciety  of  Professional  Engineers  pointed 
out  to  me  that  county  ACP  committees 
have  refused  to  accept  certified  surveys 
of  acreage  which  had  been  made  by  pro¬ 
fessional  engineers  and  that  the  county 
committees  have  been  using  their  own 
personnel  at  Federal  expense  to  conduct 
surveys. 

The  professional  engineers  feel  this  is 
a  duplication  of  service  and  a  waste  of 
public  funds. 

I  respectfully  request  that  in  the  event 
this  amendment  is  voted  down  the  com¬ 
mittee  give  consideration  to  this  problem 
next  year.  _ 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise 
in  opposition  to  the  amendment  offered 
by  the  gentleman  from  California  [Mr. 
Gubser]. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  appreciate  the  frank¬ 
ness  of  the  gentleman  who  offered  this 
amendment.  Our  committee  will  natu¬ 
rally  be  interested  in  going  into  the  mat¬ 
ter  thoroughly.  We  realize  when  you 
describe  by  name  a  particular  organiza¬ 
tion  certain  questions  come  up. 

I  am  hoping  that  the  gentleman  will 
withdraw  his  amendment  on  my  assur¬ 
ance  the  committee  will  look  into  the 
subject  thoroughly  next  year. 

Mr.  GUBSER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  to  withdraw  my 
amendment. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
California? 

There  was  no  objection. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Marketing  services :  For  services  relating  to 
agricultural  marketing  and  distribution,  for 
carrying  out  regulatory  acts  connected  there¬ 
with,  and  for  administration  and  coordina¬ 
tion  of  payments  to  States,  $26,838,000,  in¬ 
cluding  not  to  exceed  $25,000  for  employment 
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at  rates  not  to  exceed  $50  per  diem,  except 
for  employment  in  rate  cases  at  not  to  exceed 
$100  per  diem  pursuant  to  the  second  sen¬ 
tence  of  section  706(a)  of  the  Organic  Act  of 
1944  (5  U.S.C.  574),  as  amended  by  section 
15  of  the  Act  of  August  2,  1946  (5  U.S.C.  55a) , 
in  carrying  out  section  201(a)  to  201(d),  in¬ 
clusive,  of  title  II  of  the  Agricultural  Adjust¬ 
ment  Act  of  1938  (7  U.S.C.  1291)  and  section 
203( j)  of  the  Agricultural  Marketing  Act  of 
1946:  Provided,  That  the  Department  is  here¬ 
by  authorized  and  directed  to  make  such  in¬ 
spection  of  poultry  products  processing 
plants  as  it  deems  essential  to  the  protection 
of  public  health  and  to  permit  the  use  of 
appropriate  inspection  labels  where  it  deter¬ 
mines  from  such  inspection  that  such  plants 
operate  in  a  manner  which  protects  the  pub¬ 
lic  health,  and  not  less  than  $500,000  shall 
be  available  for  this  purpose. 

Mr.  DINGELL.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  make 
a  point  of  order  against  the  language  be¬ 
ginning  in  line  2,  page  17,  commencing 
with  the  word  “Provided,”  right  down 
through  the  end  of  that  paragraph  on 
page  17,  line  9. 

This  constitutes  legislation  on  an  ap¬ 
propriation  bill. 

Mr.  MARSHALL.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
make  a  point  of  order  against  the  entire 
paragraph,  beginning  in  line  15,  page  16, 
through  line  9  on  page  17,  on  the  ground 
it  is  legislation  on  an  appropriation  bill. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  the 
committee  does  not  care  to  oppose  the 
point  of  order.  I  do  not  think  there  is 
any  question  but  what  points  of  order 
lie. 

The  CHAIRMAN  (Mr.  Kilday).  The 
gentleman  from  Mississippi  concedes 
both  points  of  order.  The  Chair  sustains 
the  point  of  order  of  the  gentleman  from 
Minnesota  and  the  entire  paragraph  is 
ruled  out  as  legislation. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

FOREIGN  AGRICULTURAL  SERVICE 

Salaries  and  expenses 

For  necessary  expenses  for  the  Foreign 
Agricultural  Service,  including  carrying  out 
title  VI  of  the  Agricultural  Act  of  1954  (7 
U.S.C.  1761-1768),  and  for  enabling  the  Sec¬ 
retary  to  coordinate  and  integrate  activities 
of  the  Department  in  connection  with  for¬ 
eign  agricultural  work,  including  not  to  ex¬ 
ceed  $25,000  for  representation  allowances 
and  for  expenses  pursuant  to  section  8  of 
the  Act  approved  August  3,  1956  (7  U.S.C. 
1766),  $4,447,000:  Provided,  That  not  less 
than  $400,000  of  the  funds  contained  in  this 
appropriation  shall  be  available  to  obtain 
statistics  and  related  facts  on  foreign  pro¬ 
duction  and  full  and  complete  information 
on  methods  used  by  other  countries  to  move 
farm  commodities  in  world  trade  on  a  com¬ 
petitive  basis :  Provided  further,  That,  in  ad¬ 
dition,  not  to  exceed  $2,493,000  of  the  funds 
appropriated  by  section  32  of  the  Act  of  Au¬ 
gust  24,  1935,  as  amended  (7  U.S.C.  612c), 
shall  be  merged  with  this  appropriation  and 
shall  be  available  for  all  expenses  of  the  For¬ 
eign  Agricultural  Service  in  carrying  on  the 
purposes  of  said  section  32. 

Mr.  LIPSCOMB.  Mr,  Chairman,  I 
offer  an  amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Lipscomb:  On 
page  18,  line  10,  after  “$4,447,000”,  insert  the 
following:  “,  of  which  not  less  than  $800,000 
shall  be  used  to  purchase  foreign  currencies 
or  credits  owed  to  or  owned  by  the  Treasury 
of  the  United  States”. 

(Mr.  LIPSCOMB  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 
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Mr.  LIPSCOMB.  Mr.  Chairman,  this 
amendment  provides  that  of  the  $4,447,- 
000  for  necessary  expenses  of  the  Foreign 
Agriculture  Service,  $800,000  shall  be 
used  to  purchase  foreign  currencies  or 
credits  owed  to  or  owned  by  the  Treasury 
of  the  United  States. 

The  amendment  places  a  limitation  of 
$800,000  on  the  direct  dollar  appropria¬ 
tion  use,  and  applies  to  the  increase  rec¬ 
ommended  by  the  committee  for  cer¬ 
tain  attache  expenses. 

In  prior  years  these  attache  expenses 
were  paid  from  foreign  currency  allo¬ 
cations,  and  this  is  the  first  time  these 
are  to  be  paid  by  direct  dollar  appropria¬ 
tion. 

The  language  as  proposed  by  this 
amendment  to  this  bill  is  the  same  as  the 
language  included  in  H.R.  11666  making 
appropriations  for  the  Department  of 
State,  and  passed  by  the  House. 

From  a  reading  of  the  hearings  there 
appears  to  be  no  evidence  that  this  limi¬ 
tation  will  hinder  the  operations  of  the 
Foreign  Agriculture  Service  in  any  way. 

Through  a  limitation  of  this  kind  the 
Congress  can  help  assure  that  dollars 
will  not  be  used  when  foreign  currencies 
are  available  from  the  Treasury  of  the 
United  States. 

This  amendment  is  offered,  in  the  last 
analysis,  to  protect  the  interest  of  the 
American  taxpayer.  Certainly  every 
precaution  must  be  provided  to  assure 
maximum  utilization  of  foreign  curren¬ 
cies  owed  to  or  owned  by  the  U.S.  Treas¬ 
ury  for  the  operation  of  this  program, 
rather  than,  instead,  opening  the  door 
for  possible  needless  expenditure  of  dol¬ 
lars.  I  believe  this  amendment  will  pro¬ 
vide  a  necessary  safeguard. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  ask  favorable  accept¬ 
ance  of  the  amendment. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise 
in  opposition  to  the  amendment. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  certainly  am  in  ac¬ 
cord  with  the  purpose  of  the  gentleman 
who  sponsors  this  amendment.  As  I 
said  yesterday,  as  chairman  of  the  com¬ 
mittee,  we  felt  that  they  certainly  should 
use  this  money  to  buy  foreign  curren¬ 
cies  and  use  the  foreign  currencies  to  the 
fullest  extent  that  they  can. 

Mr.  Chairman,  in  some  of  the  coun¬ 
tries  where  formerly  we  had  available 
foreign  currencies,  now  that  they  have 
gotten  back  on  their  feet  and  are  now 
able  to  buy  some  of  these  surplus  com¬ 
modities,  we  do  not  have  this  great 
amount  of  foreign  currencies  like  we  did 
formerly.  We  used  to  have  considerable 
foreign  currencies  in  West  Germany,  for 
example.  However,  now  no  foreign  cur- 
encies  are  available  in  some  of  those 
countries,  and  there  is  competition  be¬ 
tween  the  State  Department  and  various 
other  Departments  for  what  may  be 
available.  It  is  hard  to  tell  at  this  time 
just  what  countries  will  have  currencies 
and  what  will  not.  Now,  to  say  that  this 
money  is  only  available  to  purchase  for¬ 
eign  currencies,  I  think  it  will  go  much 
further  than  we  should.  I  say  again 
that  we  feel  the  Department  should  use 
all  of  its  foreign  currency  if  it  can  be 
done,  but  we  do  not  want  by  indirection 
to  cancel  out  some  of  this  work  which 
we  think  is  essential.  May  I  say  that 
the  foreign  currencies  are  probably  more 


important  to  us  in  these  areas  where  they 
have  dollars  and  where  we  can  sell,  than 
in  some  of  the  countries  where  they  have 
no  currencies  and  we  have  to  give  com¬ 
modities  to  them.  So,  I  therefore  hope 
that  the  amendment  will  be  voted  down, 
and  I  assure  the  gentleman  that  the  de¬ 
partment  is  seeking  to  do  the  best  pos¬ 
sible  job  and  to  do  what  the  gentleman 
seeks  to  do  by  his  amendment.  \ 

Mr.  GROSS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move 
to  strike  out  the  last  word. 

(Mr.  GROSS  asked  and  was  given  per¬ 
mission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  GROSS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  was  not 
aware  that  this  amendment  dealt  with 
representation  allowances.  May  I  ask 
the  chairman  of  the  subcommittee  if  it 
does  so  deal  and  if  there  is  there  $800,000 
worth  of  representation  allowances  in 
this  bill? 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  As  to  representation 
allowances,  no.  This  takes  care  of  ex¬ 
penses  of  operation;  travel,  secretarial 
services,  costs  of  preparing  reports.  The 
gentleman  will  remember  that  a  few 
years  ago  we  arranged,  and  I  think  we 
made  great  progress,  in  having  agricul¬ 
tural  attaches  report  directly  to  the  De¬ 
partment  of  Agriculture.  They  gather 
statistics  in  foreign  countries  on  what 
production  is  there,  as  to  probable  mar¬ 
kets,  movement  of  crops  and  various 
other  matters.  I  think  they  have  done 
a  splendid  job.  This  is  a  part  of  the 
cost  of  their  work. 

Mr.  GROSS.  I  have  been  unable  to 
find  more  than  $25,000  for  representation 
allowances,  and  it  is  set  out  as  a  line 
item. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  It  is  limited  to  that 
in  the  bill. 

Mr.  GROSS.  Twenty-five  thousand 
dollars  is  all  that  has  been  set  out  as  a 
line  item  for  liquor  and  entertainment. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Yes.  But  so  far  as 
the  committee  is  concerned,  we  have  had 
no  detailed  information  along  the  lines 
the  gentleman  refers  to.  You  know, 
these  farmer  representatives  do  not  go 
in  for  all  the  kinds  of  entertainment  that 
some  of  the  others  do. 

Mr.  GROSS.  I  will  say  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  that  after  the  information  obtained 
when  the  Defense  Department  appro¬ 
priation  bill  was  before  us  last  week, 
that  there  was  $1,300,000  of  representa¬ 
tion  allowances  in  that  bill,  and  it  was 
to  be  found  under  operation  and  main¬ 
tenance,  as  well  as  various  other  titles, 

I  do  not  feel  constrained  to  oppose  this 
very  strongly.  However,  I  assure  the 
gentleman  and  any  other  chairman  of  a 
subcommittee  that  next  year,  if  I  am 
fortunate  enough  to  be  reelected,  I  am 
going  after  each  one  of  these.  And  I 
shall  tell  the  gentleman  why. 

I  discovered  a  day  or  two  ago  that  the 
Government  is  spending  the  taxpayers’ 
money  to  finance  nine  sociologists  to 
study  behavior  at  cocktail  parties. 

Mr.  HOFFMAN  of  Michigan.  Mi’. 
Chairman,  will  the  gentleman  yield’ 

Mr.  GROSS.  I  yield. 

Mr.  HOFFMAN  of  Michigan.  I  want 
to  ask  the  gentleman  what  he  is  kicking 
about  if  the  farmers  are  learning  about 
cocktail  pax-ties.  I  thought  the  gentle¬ 
man  was  for  the  fanners. 
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Mr.  GROSS.  I  am  not  opposed  to 
fanners  learning  about  cocktail  parties. 

Mr.  HOFFMAN  of  Michigan.  Is  he 
against  their  exercising  their  civil 
rights  to  attend  cocktail  parties? 

Mr.  GROSS.  I  want  them  to  enjoy 
all  their  rights,  civil  and  otherwise. 

Mr.  HOFFMAN  of  Michigan.  Is  not 
the  gentleman  for  the  fanner? 

Mr.  GROSS.  Certainly. 

Mr.  HOFFMAN  of  Michigan.  Then 
why  should  they  not  know  about  cock¬ 
tail  parties? 

Mr.  GROSS.  They  should. 

Mr.  HOFFMAN  of  Michigan.  Well, 
all  right. 

Mr.  GROSS.  But  I  would  like  them 
to  spend  their  own  money  to  learn. 

Mr.  HOFFMAN  of  Michigan.  Oh, 
well,  everybody  else  is  getting  Govern¬ 
ment  money. 

Mr.  GROSS.  According  to  a  maga¬ 
zine  article  these  analysts  have  found 
“that  the  room  in  which  the  bar  is 
situated  tends  to  become  crowded;  that 
there  is  a  variety  of  guests,  who  will 
cringe  in  corners,  while  others  sing, 
dance,  slop  martinis  on  the  piano,  and 
pursue  members  of  the  opposite  sex  to 
the  pantry  or  beyond.” 

According  to  the  magazine  article, 
this  study  of  cocktail  parties  is  one  of 
a  series  of  studies  being  made  by  the 
U.S.  Public  Health  Service  on  “Functions 
of  Play  in  Developing  Adult  Behavior.” 
How  much  has  been  spent  on  this  be¬ 
havioral  business,  I  do  not  know,  but  the 
article  says  the  total  cost  to  U.S.  tax¬ 
payers  for  the  series  of  studies  on  this 
subject  is  $89,811. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  May  I  say  to  the 
gentleman  that  I  am  glad  that  he  pointed 
out  that  this  is  a  Public  Health  Serv¬ 
ice  matter  and  not  attributed  to  the  De¬ 
partment  of  Agriculture.  But  in  view 
of  that,  this  committee  is  going  to  look 
Into  this  matter  closely  to  see  that  we 
do  not  use  any  money  in  this  area  along 
the  lines  of  the  article  that  the  gentle¬ 
man  has  just  read. 

Mr.  GROSS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  have 
another  one  which  I  hope  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Rhode  Island  [Mr.  Fogarty] 
will  look  into;  and  I  would  like  to  take 
just  a  moment,  with  the  indulgence  of 
the  House,  although  it  does  not  bear 
upon  this  particular  subject.  This  is  an 
Associated  Press  item  of  May  6  from 
Roanoke,  Va.  It  says  that : 

Nine  beagle  puppies,  all  from  good  canine 
families,  won  a  10-weeks’  study  course  on 
the  campus  of  Hollins  College  for  Girls. 

Dr.  Allen  D.  Calvin,  associate  professor 
of  psychology,  will  teach  them  a  course  in 
discipline  on  a  grant  from  the  U.S.  Public 
Health  Service, 

They  will  live  in  air-conditioned  pine- 
paneled  quarters  and  eat  a  special  diet. 

I  call  the  attention  of  the  House  to 
this  because  it  involves  another  grant 
from  the  U.S.  Public  Health  Service, 
which  means,  of  course,  that  American 
taxpayers  are  putting  up  the  money. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  predict  the  day  will 
come  when  the  taxpayers  will  rise  up 
and  demand  an  end  to  the  use  of  Fed¬ 
eral  funds  for  the  study  of  behavior  at 
cocktail  parties  and  teaching  discipline 
to  dogs  in  colleges.  I  am  afraid,  how¬ 
ever,  that  the  uprising  of  those  who  pay 
the  bills  will  come  too  late. 


The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  gentleman 
from  California  [Mr.  Lipscomb]. 

The  question  was  taken;  and  on  a  divi¬ 
sion  (demanded  by  Mr.  Lipscomb)  there 
were — ayes  22,  noes  52. 

So  the  amendment  was  rejected. 

Mr.  BARR.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move  to 
strike  out  the  last  word. 

(Mr.  BARR  asked  and  was  given  per¬ 
mission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  BARR.  Mr.  Chairman,  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Iowa  has  gone  into  the 
question  of  representational  allowances. 
I  would  like  to  try  to  get  in  this  record 
what  we  are  trying  to  do  in  this  bill. 

First  of  all,  I  should  like  to  congrat¬ 
ulate  the  committee  and  especially  the 
staff  for  a  beautifully  written  report. 
This  is  a  very  understandable  report. 
We  had  defense  up  last  week,  and 
frankly,  it  might  as  well  have  been  writ¬ 
ten  in  Turkish.  I  simply  could  not  un¬ 
derstand  it  .  But  after  reading  this  re¬ 
port,  I  should  like  to  ask  a  question  of 
the  committee. 

I  have  almost  no  farmers  in  my  con¬ 
gressional  district.  There  are  literally  no 
farmers  in  my  district.  I  represent  a 
great  urban  district  which  pays  $355  mil¬ 
lion  a  year  in  Federal  taxes.  After  read¬ 
ing  this  report,  may  I  ask  if  the  com¬ 
mittee  is  urging  someone  like  me  to  vote 
for  this  appropriation?  I  want  to  be 
sure. 

Let  me  go  through  the  report  and  see 
if  I  have  the  figures  straight.  I  should 
like  to  be  corrected  if  I  am  possibly 
wrong.  As  I  understand  the  report  and 
statement  of  the  committee,  the  United 
States  has  spent  about  $26  billion  since 
1952  on  the  farm  program.  In  that 
period  of  time  farm  income  has  dropped 
from  an  annual  average  of  $14.4  billion 
in  1952  to  about  $11  billion  in  1959.  So 
this  $26  billion  has  not  kept  up  farm 
income. 

Second,  it  does  not  seem  to  have  kept 
the  farmers  on  the  farm.  Farm  popu¬ 
lation  is  down  about  3  million,  as  I  un¬ 
derstand  it,  from  the  last  figures  I  have. 
It  does  not  seem  to  have  protected  the 
small  farmer. 

Lastly,  this  $26  billion,  I  presume,  was 
designed  to  bring  our  agriculture  into 
some  sort  of  stability,  but  I  notice  from 
your  figures  our  surpluses  have  jumped 
from  $2.5  billion  in  1952  to  $9.2  billion  in 
1960. 

The  cost  to  my  congressional  district, 
our  part  of  this  $4  billion  appropriation, 
is  about  $100  per  family. 

The  question  in  my  mind  is,  Should  I 
vote  “aye”  when  my  name  is  called  on 
this  bill?  The  report  would  seem  to  in¬ 
dicate  we  have  been  pouring  money 
down  a  rathole  here. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Is  the  gentleman  ask¬ 
ing  a  question? 

Mr.  BARR.  Yes. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  May  I  say  that  a  big 
part  of  this  bill  is  commitments  where  we 
now  have  contracts,  so  we  have  to  pay 
them.  Our  report  points  up  the  feeling 
we  have,  which  is  very  similar  to  that 
of  the  gentleman,  that  we  need  to  do 
something.  On  the  other  hand,  until  we 
get  an  improvement  over  what  we  have, 
if  we  did  not  pass  this  bill,  I  think  we 


would  wreck  American  agriculture.  If 
we  did  wreck  it,  do  not  think  it  would  not 
pull  down  the  gentleman’s  section  and 
the  industrial  sections  and  everybody 
else.  The  point  is  that  we  are  getting 
into  more  and  more  trouble,  and,  in  spite 
of  the  cost,  the  farmer’s  situation  is  get¬ 
ting  worse.  We  point  that  out  in  an 
effort  as  best  we  can  to  push  forward 
some  improvement. 

But  I  do  not  think  we  would  be  doing 
the  right  thing  not  to  pass  this  bill — we 
would  be  violating  contracts  and  we 
would  be  making  bad  matters  worse. 
But  we  certainly  need  to  improve  the 
way  in  which  we  are  handling  this. 

Mr.  SANTANGELO.  Mr.  Chairman, 
will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  BARR.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  New  York. 

Mr.  SANTANGELO.  I  believe  I  have 
the  same  type  of  district  as  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Indiana.  I  do  not  know 
whether  the  gentleman  was  on  the  floor 
yesterday  when  I  pointed  out  certain 
elements  involved  in  this  appropriation. 
I  believe  you  still  have  some  school- 
children  who  are  sharing  in  the  school 
lunch  program;  is  that  not  correct? 

Mr.  BARR.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  SANTANGELO.  And  your  people 
are  also  sharing  in  the  special  milk  pro¬ 
gram;  is  that  not  correct? 

Mr.  BARR.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  SANTANGELO.  People  in  the 
gentleman’s  district  are  sharing  in  food 
donations  for  needy  people.  Therefore, 
to  a  large  extent,  the  people  from  the 
city  districts  are  sharing  in  this  abun¬ 
dance  that  the  farmers  are  producing. 
Therefore,  to  that  extent  your  people 
are  deriving  some  benefits  in  this  area. 
I  also  pointed  out  yesterday,  if  the  gen¬ 
tleman  recalls,  that  many  of  these  bene¬ 
fits  are  mixed  benefits  and  that  the 
farmers  to  the  extent  of  the  $1,200  mil¬ 
lion,  which  is  sum  for  the  restoration  of 
the  capital  impairment  of  the  Com¬ 
modity  Credit  Corporation,  are  getting 
that  direct  benefit— and  only  that  direct 
benefit.  Does  the  gentleman  believe  that 
helping  foreign  countries  to  develop 
themselves  is  not  helping  us  indirectly? 
If  so,  then  I  think  the  gentleman  is  miss¬ 
ing  the  point  insofar  as  the  benefits 
which  the  United  States  derives  from  the 
aid  to  agriculture.  I  submit  that  point 
for  the  gentleman’s  consideration. 

Mr.  BARR.  I  would  just  like  to  point 
out  to  the  gentleman  who  represents  a 
city  district  just  like  mine  that  we  are 
perfectly  willing  to  help;  but  I  think  if 
we  keep  on  helping  like  this,  we  will 
wind  up  not  having  any  farmers  left. 

May  I  ask  one  more  question  here  with 
reference  to  personnel.  I  notice  that  the 
personnel  in  the  Department  of  Agri¬ 
culture  has  jumped  from  67,000  in  1952 
to  86,000  today.  At  the  same  time  farm 
families  have  dropped  around  700,000 
and  the  farm  population  has  dropped 
3  million.  Would  someone  explain  to 
me  why  we  need  more  people  in  the  De¬ 
partment,  when  we  have  a  smaller  num¬ 
ber  of  farmers  to  work  with? 

Mi*.  WHITTEN.  The  gentleman  will 
remember  that  we  wrote  this  report  and 
pointed  these  facts  out  because  we  have 
some  question  about  it,  too. 

Mr.  BARR.  You  pointed  it  up,  but  I 
cannot  understand  why  you  did  not  ex- 
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plain  what  happened  and  how  they  got 
up  that  high. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  That  is  done  by  the 
action  of  the  Department  and  the  Con¬ 
gress,  frankly,  because  we  have  more 
peaple  dealing  with  many  programs 
such  as  brucellosis  eradication  and  more 
people  on  meat  inspection  work  to  pro¬ 
tect  the  public  health.  There  are  more 
people  in  the  soil  conservation  districts. 
Newly  organized  districts  under  the  basic 
law  are  entitled  to  have  additional  per¬ 
sonnel.  So  this  is  the  combined  respon¬ 
sibility  so  far  as  these  increases  are 
concerned  of  the  Congress  and  the  De¬ 
partment.  We  do  point  out  that  while 
they  have  done  well  with  the  additional 
people,  all  this  does  not  necessarily  an¬ 
swer  this  problem. 

Mr.  HORAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  BARR.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Washington. 

Mr.  HORAN.  I  want  to  say  in  sup- 
port  of  what  the  chairman  of  this  sub¬ 
committee  has  said  that  we  have  many 
programs  that  were  voted  for  in  the  last 
several  years  by  this  Congress  of  which 
you  have  been  a  Member  and  the  pre¬ 
ceding  Congress.  There  is  the  poultry 
inspection  program,  the  soil  bank  pro¬ 
gram,  and  so  forth.  All  of  these  pro¬ 
grams  require  personnel  to  make  them 
go.  If  the  gentleman  was  here  and 
heard  the  debate  yesterday,  he  knows 
that  we  believe  Congress  has  a  responsi¬ 
bility  to  correct  some  of  these  things. 
Maybe  we  can  cut  out  some  personnel, 
but  when  the  Congress  votes  for  certain 
programs  we  on  the  Committee  on  Ap¬ 
propriations  must  recommend  the  funds 
for  such  an  activity  and  for  such  pro¬ 
grams. 

Mr.  BARR.  I  thank  the  gentleman.  I 
do  want  to  congratulate  the  committee 
again.  They  were  extremely  candid  in 
this  report.  In  fact,  they  were  so  candid 
I  am  almost  tempted  to  vote  “no.” 

Mr.  HOFFMAN  of  Michigan.  Mr. 
Chairman,  I  move  to  strike  out  the  last 
word. 

(Mr.  HOFFMAN  of  Michigan  asked 
and  was  given  permission  to  revise  and 
extend  his  remarks.) 

Mr.  HOFFMAN  of  Michigan.  Mr. 
Chairman,  when  I  came  here  in  1935,  I 
thought  the  best  way  to  serve  my  peo¬ 
ple  and  the  people  of  the  country  was 
to — well,  I  guess  I  was  an  isolationist 
and  I  thought  if  we  stayed  out  of  foreign 
entanglements,  as  the  first  President  ad¬ 
vised,  and  each  of  us  attended  to  his 
own  business  here  at  home  and  let  the 
other  fellow  do  the  same,  we  would  get 
along  pretty  well.  I  have  learned  since— 
or  at  least  I  have  been  told— that  the 
Lord  did  not  make  the  world  as  he 
should  have  made  it  and  that  each  of 
us  knew  better  how  to  operate  the  other 
fellows  affairs  than  he  did  and  that  we 
ought  to  remake  the  whole  universe, 
and  as  a  start  remake  nature’s  laws. 
Now  the  gentleman  asked  about  city 
folks  and  how  they  should  vote  on  this 
farm  bill.  Another  gentleman  replied 
Well,  we  are  giving  you  free  food— vote 
for  it.”  That  is  not  all  the  Federal  Gov¬ 
ernment  is  giving  you.  You  would  be 
surprised  at  what  all  you  are  getting  if 


you  would  add  it  all  up.  Some  of  your 
gifts  were  called  to  my  attention  this 
morning  by  the  editorial  in  the  Chicago 
Tribune  of  this  morning  entitled  “Un¬ 
wed  Mothers  on  ADC.”  It  starts  with 
comments  about  an  unwed  mother  who 
let  four  children  bum  to  death  while 
she  was  in  a  saloon  drinking  liquor.  It 
then  goes  on  to  complain  about  the  cost 
to  Cook  County.  One  gentleman  said 
the  program  was  costing  the  people  of 
his  disti-ict  about  $20  million.  ADC  is 
costing  the  taxpayers  of  Cook  County 
$52  million  a  year.  The  editorial  inti¬ 
mates  congressional  meddling  is  respon¬ 
sible  for  what  has  happened  in  Chicago 
and  other  cities. 

We  encouraged  the  colored  folks  to  go 
to  Chicago  where  they  lack  jobs,  homes, 
and  practically  everything  else  necessary 
to  enable  them  to  care  for  themselves. 

The  Tribune  says  this: 

The  chief  cause  of  the  high  cost  is  well 
known.  It  is  the  migration  to  Chicago  of 
thousands  of  Negroes  from  the  rural  South 
who  lack  a  tradition  of  normal  family  rela¬ 
tionships  and  who  have  difficulty  getting 
jobs  and  economic  security. 

I  will  put  the  editorial  in  the  Record. 
It  goes  on  to  show  that  every  time  we 
monkey  with  nature  or  with  the  world 
the  way  the  Lord  created  it,  we  get  into 
trouble.  We  not  only  have  a  surplus  of 
wheat  and  copper — I  remember  a  mem¬ 
ber  of  a  committee  that  I  was  once  on 
who  drew  several  thousand  dollars  one 
year  for  cotton  surplus.  One  year  he 
drew  $130,000.  Now  here  they  have  a 
surplus  of  individuals.  Foreign  nations 
will  not  take  them  as  it  will  wheat  or 
other  crops.  So  Chicago  has  to  sup¬ 
port  them.  The  surplus  under  ABC,  I  am 
wondering,  whether  after  all,  it  might 
not  be  well  to  accept  some  things  as  they 
are  and  let  the  Lord  run  the  universe  for 
a  while — let  the  South  solve  some  of  its 
problems.  There  is  a  possibility  it  can 
do  a  better  job  than  we  can.  They  at 
least  have  had  experience.  One  result 
of  our  intermeddling  has  been  to  cost 
the  city  $52  million  a  year  to  care  for 
illegitimate  and  other  children — and  I 
call  the  attention  of  the  gentleman  from 
Alabama,  Mr.  Jones,  who  spoke  quite 
eloquently  on  this  subject,  at  a  hearing 
in  North  Carolina.  How  would  it  be  if 
we  just  let  the  Lord  and  nature  get 
along  as  best  it  may  for  a  year  or  two? 
Do  not  refuse  to  help;  just  give  the  Lord 
a  chance  for  6  months  or  9  months,  and 
see  how  things  come  out. 

It  seems  to  me,  in  view  of  this  edi¬ 
torial  and  our  meddling  in  the  affairs  of 
every  one,  perhaps  if  we  put  our  trust  in 
Him  and  let  Him  do  it,  instead  of  try¬ 
ing  in  just  a  few  months  to  remake  the 
whole  world,  we  might  get  along  a  little 
better.  Perhaps  if  we  let  the  farmers 
alone  they  may  get  along  all  right. 
Think  it  over.  But  read  this  editorial: 

The  Unwed  Mothers  on  ADO 

Judge  John.  Gutknecht  dismissed  man¬ 
slaughter  indictments  against  an  unmarried 
woman  whose  four  children  died  in  a  fire 
while  she  was  drinking  in  a  saloon.  He  ex¬ 
pressed  regret  that  no  criminal  prosecution 
against  the  woman  was  possible  and  de¬ 
nounced  the  State  of  Illinois  for  supporting 
her  on  aid  to  dependent  children  while  she 
produced  the  four  children. 
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“I  know  that  children  have  to  be  taken 
care  of,”  said  the  judge,  “but  after  the  first 
illegitimate  child  comes  the  mother  should 
be  locked  up.” 

We  share  Judge  Gutknecht’s  indignation 
over  the  death  of  the  children  and  the  mis¬ 
conduct  of  their  mother  but  doubt  that  his 
proposed  remedy  is  a  practical  one.  There 
is  no  easy  solution  of  the  bastardy  problem 
and  no  quick  way  to  relieve  the  taxpayers  of 
the  enormous  cost  of  supporting  illegitimate 
children  on  ADC. 

Each  session  of  the  legislature  has  consid¬ 
ered  the  ADC  problem  and  study  after  study 
has  been  made  by  other  groups.  Currently, 
a  study  is  being  made  by  a  firm  of  manage¬ 
ment  consultants  hired  by  a  citizens’  com¬ 
mittee  appointed  by  the  Cook  County  board. 
It  will  be  surprising  If  the  consultants  come 
up  with  anything  new. 

In  this  county,  ADC  is  costing  the  tax¬ 
payers  $52  million  a  year.  The  chief  cause  of 
the  high  cost  is  well  known.  It  is  the  migra¬ 
tion  to  Chicago  of  thousands  of  Negroes  from 
the  rural  South  who  lack  a  tradition  of  nor¬ 
mal  family  relationships  and  who  have  diffi¬ 
culty  getting  jobs  and  economic  security. 

Bastardy  is  involved  in  38.5  percent  of  the 
Negro  families  on  ADC  as  against  9  percent 
of  the  white  families.  The  relief  authorities 
are  beginning  to  report  second  and  third 
generation  ADC  clients  of  unmarried  parent¬ 
hood. 

A  first-rate  report  on  the  situation  has  been 
written  by  Jefferson  G.  Ish,  secretary  of  the 
Illinois  Public  Aid  Commission  and  vice  pres¬ 
ident  of  the  Supreme  Liberty  Life  Insurance 
Co.  It  was  read  originally  before  a  Chicago 
chapter  of  a  national  fraternity  of  Negro 
business  and  professional  men,  and  later  was 
published  in  the  public  aid  commission’s 
magazine. 

Mr.  Ish  pointed  out  that  as  Negroes  get  job 
security  and  establish  normal  family  homes 
they  adopt  a  code  of  sexual  morality  that  is 
usually  stricter  than  that  of  the  community 
as  a  whole.  He  urged  the  Negro  community 
to  take  the  lead  in  making  known  the  dis¬ 
tressing  facts  about  the  ADC  program  and  in 
promoting  all  steps  to  improve  it. 

Proposals  like  Judge  Gutknecht’s  to  lock 
up  all  unmarried  mothers  do  not  contribute 
to  public  understanding  of  this  question. 
Real  encouragement,  however,  may  be  drawn 
from  the  signs  that  Negro  leaders  are  begin¬ 
ning  to  face  the  problem  and  to  seek  solu¬ 
tions.  _ 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Michigan  [Mr.  Hoff¬ 
man]  has  expired. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

FARMERS  HOME  ADMINISTRATION 

To  carry  into  effect  the  provisions  of  titles 
I,  II,  and  the  related  provisions  of  title  IV 
of  the  Bankhead-Jones  Farm  Tenant  Act,  as 
amended  (7  U.S.C.  1000-1031);  the  Farmers 
Home  Administration  Act  of  1946  (7  U.S.C. 
1001,  note;  31  U.S.C.  82h;  12  U.S.C.  371;  35 
D  C.  Code  535;  60  Stat.  1062-1080);  the  Act 
of  July  30,  1946  (40  U.S.C.  436-439);  the  Act 
of  August  28,  1937,  as  amended  (16  U.S.C. 
590r-590x — 3) ,  for  the  development  of  facili¬ 
ties  for  water  storage  and  utilization  in  the 
arid  and  semiarid  areas  of  the  United  States; 
the  provisions  of  title  V  of  the  Housing  Act 
of  1949,  as  amended  (42  U.S.C.  1471-1483), 
relating  to  financial  assistance  for  farm 
housing;  the  Rural  Rehabilitation  Corpora¬ 
tion  Trust  Liquidation  Act,  approved  May  3, 
1950  (40  U.S.C.  440—444) ;  the  items  “Loans  to 
farmers,  1948  flood  damage”  in  the  Act  of 
June  25,  1948  (62  Stat.  1038),  and  “Loans  to 
farmers,  property  damage”  in  the  Act  of 
May  24,  1949  (63  Stat.  82);  the  collecting 
and  servicing  of  credit  sales  and  development 
accounts  in  water  conservation  and  utiliza¬ 
tion  projects  (53  Stat.  685,  719),  as  amended 
and  supplemented  (16  U.S.C.  590y,  z— 1  and 
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z — 10) ;  and  the  Act  to  direct  the  Secretary 
of  Agriculture  to  convey  certain  mineral 
interests,  approved  September  6,  1950  (7 
U.S.C.  1033-1039),  as  follows: 

Mr.  LAIRD.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move 
to  strike  out  the  last  word. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  take  this  time  to  di¬ 
rect  a  question  to  the  subcommittee 
which  has  to  do  with  a  wire  which  I 
received  from  the  chairman  of  the  Ex¬ 
tension  Directors  Subcommittee  on  Leg¬ 
islation.  This  wire  reads  as  follows : 

Eatonton,  Ga.,  May  9,  1960. 
Hon.  Melvin  R.  Laird, 

Member  of  Congress, 

Washington,  D.C.: 

In  response  to  a  request  that  I  furnish 
you  statement  in  regard  to  proposed  ear¬ 
marking  of  Federal  funds,  we  believe  that 
the  cause  of  the  wide  variation  of  budget 
and  needs  of  the  50  States  that  earmarking 
of  funds  limits  flexibility  necessary  for  ef¬ 
fective  administration  of  program  and  needs 
of  the  extension  work.  We  recognize  the 
urgent  need  for  salary  adjustment  of  county 
extension  workers.  Twenty-two  States  have 
indicated  need  of  Federal  fund  to  raise  sal¬ 
ary  of  extension  staff.  However,  in  some 
States  the  county  salaries  are  comparable  to 
similar  position  in  the  State. 

W.  A.  Sutton, 

Chairman,  Extension  Directories  Sub¬ 
committee  on  Legislation. 

I  wonder  if  the  chairman  of  the  sub¬ 
committee  would  comment  on  this  wire 
which  makes  sense  to  me. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  I  will  be  glad  to. 
The  Association  of  Land  Grant  Colleges, 
for  whom  Mr.  Sutton  speaks,  requested 
the  Department  and  the  Budget,  I  be¬ 
lieve,  to  allow  a  $6  million  increase  for 
the  Extension  Sendee.  There  have  been 
many  increases  for  the  Extension  Serv¬ 
ice  during  the  last  7  years,  about  90  per¬ 
cent.  The  Extension  Service,  the  De¬ 
partment  of  Agriculture,  and  the  Bureau 
of  the  Budget  requested  from  the  com¬ 
mittee  $2,865,000  for  rural  development, 
all  of  it  for  additional  people.  The  com¬ 
mittee  in  reviewing  the  situation,  and 
the  increases  of  the  past,  determined 
that  at  the  Federal  level  we  have  had 
something  over  20  percent  increase  in 
supervisory  personnel  in  the  Extension 
Service.  At  the  State  level  there  had 
been  an  increase  of  over  20  percent  in 
supervisory  personnel. 

Further,  it  was  the  committee’s  feeling 
that  this  rural  development  type  of  work 
was  in  line  with  the  type  of  work  the 
county  extension  workers  are  now  doing. 
In  some  of  the  States  in  recent  years  the 
increases  have  been  used  for  more  peo¬ 
ple,  and  the  need  to  raise  the  salaries  of 
local  agents  has  increased  and  the  need 
for  additional  people  has  gone  down. 

So  the  committee  has  gone  along  with 
a  $2  million  increase.  The  committee 
feels  that  it  should  be  used  at  the  county 
level  where  the  need  really  exists. 

Mr.  LAIRD.  But  in  those  States  where 
the  county  and  State  salaries  are  pres¬ 
ently  on  a  comparable  basis,  these  funds 
can  only  be  used  for  increases  as  far  as 
the  county  is  concerned? 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  As  far  as  the  bill  is 
concerned,  it  can  be  used  at  the  county 
level  for  either  new  employees  or  salary 
increases. 

Mr.  LAIRD.  But  it  cannot  be  used  to 
pay  State  salaries  if  they  are  on  the  same 
salary  scale  with  the  counties. 


Mr.  WHITTEN.  It  has  to  be  worked 
out  at  the  county  level.  Our  report 
points  out  what  the  States  are  paying  at 
the  different  levels. 

Mr.  LAIRD.  It  would  apply  at  the 
county  level  only? 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  This  provision  re¬ 
quires  a  State  matching  of  funds;  and 
where  needed  the  State  presumably 
would  match  the  funds. 

Mr.  LAIRD.  So  the  funds  would  not 
be  available  to  those  28  States? 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  If  they  do  not  need 
more  people  and  if  they  do  not  need  sal¬ 
ary  increases,  I  do  not  know  whether 
they  would  or  not. 

Mr.  LAIRD.  They  would  need  it  if 
they  were  on  a  comparable  State  and 
county  salary  scale. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  If  the  people  are  be¬ 
ing  paid  adequately,  I  cannot  conceive 
what  they  would  want  it  for,  especially 
when  the  State  has  to  match  dollar  for 
dollar. 

Mr.  LAIRD.  They  would  have  to  put 
up  100  percent  as  far  as  salaries  of  State 
employees  are  concerned.  Is  that  cor¬ 
rect? 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  It  has  to  be  matched ; 
yes. 

Mr.  LAIRD.  Could  they  match  this 
money  to  pay  State  salaries? 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  No.  This  increase 
is  for  work  at  the  county  level. 

Mr.  LAIRD.  They  cannot  match  and 
pay  salaries  of  the  State  employees? 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Not  with  this  small 
increase  here.  The  balance  of  the  ap¬ 
propriation  is  not  involved. 

Mr.  LAIRD.  So  if  they  were  to 
change  the  salary  scale  within  the  State 
they  would  have  to  pay  100  percent  of 
the  increase  for  the  State  employees  and 
on  a  matching  basis  for  the  county 
employees? 

Mi*.  WHITTEN.  There  has  been  a  90- 
percent  increase  in  the  Extension  Serv¬ 
ice  in  recent  years.  This  request  for 
1961  was  for  aid  to  the  rural  develop¬ 
ment  program  in  the  counties.  There 
have  been  ample  funds  at  the  State  and 
Federal  level  for  supervision,  so  we  are 
appropriating  this  additional  money 
that  has  been  requested  for  rural  de¬ 
velopment  to  the  counties.  We  tie  it 
down  to  the  counties  so  it  would  not  be 
used  to  pay  a  lot  of  additional  State 
supervisory  personnel. 

Mr.  LAIRD.  But  you  earmark  just 
the  $2  million  on  a  different  basis  than 
the  authorizing  legislation. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  In  a  different  way 
from  the  other  part  of  the  appropria¬ 
tion,  but  it  is  in  line  with  the  gentle¬ 
man’s  position  and  the  authorizing 
legislation. 

Mr.  GROSS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move 
to  strike  the  requisite  number  of  words. 

(Mr.  GROSS  asked  and  was  given  per¬ 
mission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  GROSS.  Mr.  Chairman,  during 
general  debate  yesterday  there  was  con¬ 
siderable  discussion  of  various  farm  pro¬ 
grams  designed,  I  take  it,  to  obviate  the 
necessity  for  tremendous  appropria¬ 
tions  such  as  are  contained  in  this  bill. 
The  committee  report,  page  9,  in  one 
paragraph,  sets  forth  the  guidelines  for 
excellent  farm  legislation.  Let  me  read 
this  paragraph: 
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It  Is  the  belief  of  a  majority  of  this  com¬ 
mittee  that,  for  the  protection  of  our  over¬ 
all  economy,  farm  prices  must  reflect  cost 
plus  a  reasonable  return.  Such  prices 
however,  must  be  made  contingent  upon 
farmers  holding  farm  production,  In  terms 
of  bushels,  bales,  and  pounds,  to  domestic 
and  normal  foreign  markets.  If  that  is 
done  an  adequate  price  can  be  obtained 
at  the  marketplace. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  would  like  to  call 
the  attention  of  the  gentleman  from 
North  Carolina  [Mr.  Cooley]  to  the 
fact  that  years  ago  the  Congress  twice 
passed  the  McNary-Haugen  bill,  and 
it  was  twice  vetoed  by  then  President 
Calvin  Coolidge.  May  I  say  to  the 
chairman  of  the  Committee  on  Agricul¬ 
ture  of  the  House  if  he  would  pull  that 
bill  out,  dust  it  off,  and  revise  it  to  con¬ 
form  to  present  conditions,  it  would  be 
the  most  effective  farm  legislation  that 
could  be  enacted.  It  should  carry,  in 
addition  to  cost  of  production  plus  a 
reasonable  profit  at  the  marketplace,  a 
provision,  and  a  stringent  one,  against 
the  importation  of  agricultural  products 
that  are  in  surplus  or  in  adequate  supply 
in  this  country. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  GROSS.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  North  Carolina. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Does  the  gentleman 
have  any  reason  to  believe  that  the  pres¬ 
ent  Secretary  of  Agriculture  would  ap¬ 
prove  that  bill? 

Mr.  GROSS.  I  would  not  care  whether 
he  approved  or  did  not  approve  it. 

Mr.  McGOVERN.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  GROSS.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  South  Dakota. 

Mr.  McGOVERN.  I  would  like  to 
commend  what  the  gentleman  has  said 
with  regard  to  the  guidelines  suggested 
in  this  excellent  report  by  our  commit¬ 
tee.  I  would  also  call  the  gentleman’s 
attention  to  the  fact  that  a  bill  which 
would  do  substantially  what  this  report 
recommends  was  introduced  by  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Texas  [Mr.  Poage]  and 
about  20  other  Members  of  the  House 
in  this  session.  That  legislation  is  now 
pending  before  the  committee.  I  am 
hoping  that  the  gentleman  and  others 
on  his  side  will  join  with  us  in  helping 
pass  that  legislation. 

Mr.  GROSS.  I  must  disagree  with  the 
gentleman  to  this  extent:  I  do  not  see 
too  much  resemblance  between  the  Poage 
bill  and  the  McNary-Haugen  bill. 

Mr.  McGOVERN.  But  it  does  follow 
the  guidelines  that  the  gentleman  has 
just  underscored  in  the  committee  re¬ 
port  in  helping  farmers  adjust  their  pro¬ 
duction  to  what  the  market  will  absorb 
at  a  fair  price. 

Mr.  GROSS.  I  hope  that  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Agriculture  of  the  House  will, 
as  I  said  before,  will  dig  out  the  McNary- 
Haugen  bill,  bring  it  up  to  date,  insert 
needed  features,  and  put  marketing  con¬ 
trols  on  bushels,  pounds,  and  bales,  not 
on  acreage.  Acreage  controls  will  not 
work,  but  production  can  be  controlled 
through  allocated  marketings.  In  ex¬ 
change  for  effective  controls,  there  must 
be  cost  of  production  plus  reasonable 
profit  prices,  paid  in  the  market  places 
for  the  products  of  American  farms. 
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Mr.  McGOVERN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
move  to  strike  the  requisite  number  of 

words.  . 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  take  this  time  simply 
to  propound  an  inquiry  of  the  chairman 
of  the  committee  relative  to  the  bottom 
line  on  page  22  of  the  report,  which 
reads: 

The  committee  believes,  however,  that  ex¬ 
isting  stations  should  not  be  closed  in  work¬ 
ing  out  this  redirection  of  funds. 

This  refers  to  agricultural  experiment 
stations.  We  have  had  a  considerable 
amount  of  anxiety  in  our  State  because 
of  a  report  emanating  from  the  other 
body  suggesting  that  our  agricultural  ex¬ 
perimental  station  at  Newell,  S.  Dak.,  be 
abandoned,  and  possibly  a  larger  sta¬ 
tion  established  in  a  neighboring  State. 
It  seems  to  us  this  would  be  an  unwise 
act  to  lose  the  existing  investment  that 
the  Government  has  at  the  Newell  sta¬ 
tion.  If  there  is  to  be  any  enlargement 
of  the  function  of  that  station,  it  ought 
to  be  built  on  the  foundation  that  is 
already  there  rather  than  being  devel¬ 
oped  in  some  other  nearby  area.  I  am 
wondering  if  the  language  in  the  report 
would  cover  our  situation  and  give  us 
some  assurance  that  the  committee  is 
saying  in  effect  that  this  important  sta¬ 
tion  at  Newell  should  be  retained. 

Mr.  MARSHALL.  Mr.  Chairman,  if 
the  gentleman  will  yield,  when  the  com¬ 
mittee  reviewed  the  request  from  the 
Department  of  Agriculture  we  felt  that 
it  would  be  unwise  to  close  many  of  these 
stations  which  have  done  such  a  worth¬ 
while  job  for  agriculture.  It  is  true, 
however,  that  some  money  will  have  to 
be  absorbed,  but  it  is  not  the  intention 
of  the  committee  that  we  close  them,  and 
we  indicated  that  we  thought  it  would 
be  unwise  to  close  these  stations. 

Mr.  McGOVERN.  I  appreciate  that 
because  I  think  it  would  be  false  econ¬ 
omy  either  to  close  down  or  curtail  the 
important  work  being  done  at  Newell. 
We  ought  to  be  moving  in  the  other 
direction. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

LIMITATION  ON  ADMINISTRATIVE  EXPENSES 

Nothing  In  this  Act  shall  be  so  construed 
as  to  prevent  the  Commodity  Credit  Cor¬ 
poration  from  carrying  out  any  activity  or 
any  program  authorized  by  law:  Provided, 
That  not  to  exceed  $44,726,000  shall  be  avail¬ 
able  for  administrative  expenses  of  the  Cor¬ 
poration:  Provided  further.  That  $1,000,000 
of  this  authorization  shall  be  available  only 
to  expand  and  strengthen  the  sales  program 
of  the  Corporation  pursuant  to  authority 
contained  in  the  Corporation’s  charter:  Pro¬ 
vided  further.  That  not  less  than  7  per 
centum  of  this  authorization  shall  be  placed 
in  reserve  to  be  apportioned  pursuant  to 
section  3679  of  the  Revised  Statutes,  as 
amended,  for  use  only  in  such  amounts  and 
at  such  time  as  may  become  necessary  to 
carry  out  program  operations:  Provided  fur¬ 
ther,  That  all  necessary  expenses  (including 
legal  and  special  services  performed  on  a 
contract  or  fee  basis,  but  not  including  other 
personal  services)  in  connection  with  the 
acquisition,  operation,  maintenance,  im¬ 
provement,  or  disposition  of  any  real  or  per¬ 
sonal  property  belonging  to  the  Corporation 
or  in  which  it  has  an  interest,  including 
expenses  of  collections  of  pledged  collateral, 
shall  be  considered  as  nonadministratlve  ex¬ 
penses  for  the  purposes  hereof :  Provided  fur¬ 
ther,  That  no  part  of  these  funds  may  be 
used  to  formulate  or  administer  a  program 
which  provides  for  reclassing  of  Commodity 


Credit  Corporation  cotton  after  time  of  sale 
to  private  individuals  or  organizations:  Pro¬ 
vided  further,  (1)  That  no  part  of  this  au¬ 
thorization  shall  be  usd  to  formulate  or 
carry  out  a  price-support  program  for  1960 
under  which  a  total  amount  of  price  sup¬ 
port  in  excess  of  $50,000  would  be  extended 
through  loans,  purchases,  or  purchase  agree¬ 
ments  made  or  made  available  by  Commodity 
Credit  Corporation  to  any  person  on  the 
1960  production  of  any  agricultural  com¬ 
modity  declared  by  the  Secretary  to  be  in 
surplus  supply,  unless  (a)  such  person  shall 
reduce  his  production  of  such  commodity 
from  that  which  such  person  produced  the 
preceding  year,  in  such  percentage,  not  to 
exceed  20  per  centum,  as  the  Secretary  may 
determine  to  be  essential  to  bring  produc¬ 
tion  in  line  within  a  reasonable  period  of 
time  with  that  necessary  to  provide  an  ade¬ 
quate  supply  to  meet  domestic  and  foreign 
demands,  plus  adequate  reserves,  or  (b) 
such  person  shall  agree  to  repay  all  amounts 
advanced  in  excess  of  $50,000  for  any  agri¬ 
cultural  commodity  within  twelve  months 
from  the  date  of  the  advance  of  such  funds 
or  at  such  later  date  as  the  Secretary  may 
determine,  (2)  that  the  term  “person”  shall 
mean  an  individual,  partnership,  firm,  joint- 
stock  company,  corporation,  association, 
trust,  estate,  or  other  legal  entity,  or  a  State, 
political  subdivision  of  a  State,  or  any  agency 
thereof,  (3)  that  in  the  case  of  any  loan  to, 
or  purchase  from,  a  cooperative  marketing 
organization,  or  with  regard  to  price  sup¬ 
port  on  an  agricultural  commodity  extended 
by  purchases  of  a  product  of  such  commod¬ 
ity  from,  or  by  loans  on  such  product  to, 
persons  other  than  the  producers  of  such 
commodity,  such  limitation  shall  not  apply 
to  the  amount  of  price  support  received  by 
the  cooperative  marketing  organization,  or 
other  persons,  but  the  amount  of  price  sup¬ 
port  made  available  to  any  person  through 
such  cooperative  marketing  organization  or 
other  persons  shall  be  included  in  determin¬ 
ing  the  amount  of  price  support  received 
by  such  person  for  purposes  of  such  limita¬ 
tion,  and  (4)  that  the  Secretary  of  Agri¬ 
culture  shall  issue  regulations  prescribing 
such  rules  as  he  determines  necessary  to 
carry  out  this  provision. 

Mr.  AVERY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move 
to  strike  out  the  last  word. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  would  like  to  inquire 
of  the  chairman  of  the  subcommittee, 
the  distinguished  gentleman  from  Mis¬ 
sissippi  [Mr.  Whitten],  about  the  dates 
that  are  employed  on  page  30  relative 
to  certain  restrictions  on  the  adminis¬ 
trative  expenses  of  the  Commodity  Cred¬ 
it  Corporation.  The  gentleman  is  well 
aware,  I  am  sure,  that  those  are  the 
same  dates  that  were  included  in  the 
appropriation  bill  for  1960.  The  same 
two  dates  that  are  included  on  line  13 
and  again  on  line  16  in  the  1960  ap¬ 
propriation  bill. 

So,  my  question  is  this:  Why  do  we 
use  those  same  dates  in  the  appropria¬ 
tion  bill  for  fiscal  1961? 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Last  year  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Kansas  offered  an  amend¬ 
ment  that  was  intended  to  do  what  this 
does.  Later  it  became  part  of  the  bill. 
The  language  as  it  now  appears  is  the 
product  of  the  conference  of  last  year. 
This  was  new  language.  This  year  the 
department  has  had  the  job  of  working 
up  regulations  and  providing  means  for 
carrying  them  out. 

The  Department  sent  up  this  language 
exactly  as  it  appears  here  for  the  re¬ 
mainder  of  this  year,  presumably  on  the 
basis  that  if  you  did  not  have  the  lan¬ 
guage  in  this  bill  it  would  expire  the  1st 


of  July.  The  funds  to  which  this  lan¬ 
guage  would  be  tied  themselves  would 
lapse  the  1st  of  July.  So  this  is  essen¬ 
tial  to  carry  it  on  for  the  remaining  6 
months. 

The  Department  is  of  the  opinion,  so 
the  individuals  I  discussed  it  with  say, 
that  if  this  language  stays  as  it  is,  it  will 
control  this  year.  In  next  year’s  bill,  it 
will  be  early  enough  after  a  year’s  expe¬ 
rience  to  see  whether  this  exact  lan¬ 
guage  should  be  carried  forward,  even  if 
we  attempt  to  do  the  thing  that  this 
does.  So  they  have  carried  it  forward 
for  the  remainder  of  this  calendar  year 
in  order  to  have  a  year’s  experience  be¬ 
fore  they  will  recommend  whether  this 
particular  approach  should  be  continued 

or  not.  ,  . , 

The  committee  went  along  exactly 
with  the  language  that  the  Department 
sent  up  for  the  reasons  that  I  have  men¬ 
tioned  to  the  gentleman. 

Mr.  AVERY.  If  I  may  interpret  what 
the  gentleman  from  Mississippi  has  said, 
it  means  this;  that  despite  the  fact  that 
there  will  be  no  limitation  on  loans  for 
production  in  1960,  because  most  of  these 
programs  were  developed  back  in  fiscal 
year  1959 — I  am  thinking  primarily  about 
com,  wheat,  and  I  presume  cotton — those 
programs  were  developed  and  announced 
in  fiscal  1959,  in  May  of  last  year. 
Therefore,  since  we  are  talking  about  a 
limitation  on  administrative  expenses, 
the  Comptroller  General  has  ruled  that 
there  will  be  no  limitation  on  any  pro¬ 
gram  that  was  developed  prior  to  July  1, 
1959,  because  we  legislated  for  the  fiscal 
year  1960  last  year. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  May  I  say  to  the  gen¬ 
tleman  that,  while  the  language  is  in 
there  to  develop  and  pay,  if  you  had  the 
language  controlling  the  making  of  the 
loan,  it  would  be  just  as  effective  if  you 
did  not  have  the  other  part.  So,  since 
the  payment  or  the  extension  of  the  loan 
would  follow  after  July,  it  is  my  sincere 
opinion  that  anything  you  did  next 
spring,  after  they  have  had  a  year’s  ex¬ 
perience  and  have  a  chance  to  recom¬ 
mend  to  the  Budget  any  changes  that 
would  be  in  order,  it  would  be  ample  time 
to  deal  with  the  situation  in  next  year’s 
bill.  The  controlling  factor  is  in  the  fall 
of  the  year  when  the  loan  is  made. 

Mr.  AVERY.  Mr.  Chairman,  the 
Comptroller  General  has  ruled  just  the 
opposite,  that  the  year  of  production  is 
immaterial,  or  when  the  loan  is  made;  it 
is  when  the  program  is  developed,  be¬ 
cause  this  is  administrative  expenses  we 
are  talking  about.  So  he  has  ruled  that 
that  is  not  important  as  to  when  the  loan 
is  made.  It  is  when  the  program  is  de¬ 
veloped  and  announced,  therefore,  there 
is  no  limitation  on  most  of  the  production 
in  1960. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  The  announcement  is 
made  about  price  support  levels. 

Mr.  AVERY.  And  acreage  allotments. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Anyway,  I  am  follow¬ 
ing  the  Department  in  this.  This  is  the 
Department’s  recommendation.  The 
committee  took  it  lock,  stock,  and  barrel 
without  changing  it.  It  was  sent  up,  as 
I  have  explained,  on  the  basis  that  I  have 
pointed  out. 

Mr.  AVERY.  The  gentleman  can  give 
us  assurance,  then,  that  there  is  no 
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thinking  on  the  part  of  the  committee 
that  this  language  would  escape  a  re¬ 
striction  on  the  1962  production — the 
program  will  be  developed  in  fiscal  1961 
as  appropriated  in  this  bill ;  this  mention 
of  1960  would  not  preclude  that  limit? 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  I  do  not  think  so.  It 
was  so  presented  to  us. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Kansas  [Mr.  Avery] 
has  expired. 

(Mr.  AVERY  asked  and  was  given  per¬ 
mission  to  proceed  for  1  additional 
minute.) 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  May  I  say  to  the 
gentleman,  I  do  not  think  this  is  sound 
legislation. 

Mr.  AVERY.  I  understand. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  And  I  am  opposed  to 
it  now  as  I  was  before.  But  I  have  tried 
to  explain  to  the  gentleman  the  basis  of 
it. 

Mr.  AVERY.  One  more  question,  if 
the  gentleman  permits.  On  line  16  he 
will  notice,  in  the  bill  before  us  today, 
we  refer  back  again  to  1960  production. 
We  are  talking  about  primarily  1961  in 
this  bill.  The  Comptroller  General  has 
ruled  year  of  production  did  not  pre¬ 
vail — that  is,  1960  production  limitation 
did  not  prevail  this  year  because  we  are 
talking  about  administrative  expenses 
which  for  1960  crops  were  expended 
largely  in  fiscal  1959.  But  since  the  year 
1960  is  used  in  the  bill,  and  they  will  be 
working  in  1961,  that  provision  in  line  16 
will  not  preclude  such  subsequent  limita¬ 
tion?  _ 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  That  is  my  under¬ 
standing.  And  may  I  say  this;  while  I 
oppose  this  language  and  this  approach, 
because  I  think  personally  it  is  unsound, 
certainly  I  cannot  speak  for  the  subcom¬ 
mittee.  The  subcommittee’s  action  is  not 
in  any  way  to  end  this  provision  at  this 
time.  If  it  should  develop  we  are  in 
error  about  this,  certainly  as  a  spokes¬ 
man  for  our  subcommittee,  I  could  not 
take  it  that  we  had  intentionally  elimi¬ 
nated  this  restriction,  much  as  I  would 
like  to. 

Mr.  AVERY.  I  appreciate  the  posi¬ 
tion  of  the  gentleman  from  Mississippi, 
and  I  further  appreciate  his  inclusion 
of  this  provision  in  the  bill  despite  his 
opposition  to  it. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  offer 
an  amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows; 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Cooley:  On 
page  30,  beginning  on  line  6,  strike  out, 
” Provided  further,  That  no  part  of  these 
funds  may  be  used  to  formulate  or  adminis¬ 
ter  a  program  which  provides  for  reclassing 
of  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  cotton 
after  time  of  sale  to  private  individuals  or 
organizations.” 

(Mr.  COOLEY  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  to  proceed  for  5  ad¬ 
ditional  minutes. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
North  Carolina? 

There  was  no  objection. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  this  is 
a  very  important  amendment  which  I 
propose.  I  hope  I  may  have  the  at¬ 


tention  of  the  Members  of  the  House 
as  I  present  my  views  concerning  the 
limitation  which  I  now  propose  to  strike 
out. 

I  do  not  question  for  one  minute  the 
fact  that  the  chairman  of  the  Subcom¬ 
mittee  on  Agricultural  Appropriations 
is  a  devoted  friend  of  agriculture.  I  do 
not  doubt  that  he  was  prompted  by  the 
purest  of  motives  in  placing  this  limi¬ 
tation  in  this  appropriation  bill.  But  I 
do  seriously  question  his  wisdom.  Un¬ 
fortunately,  only  one  member  of  his 
subcommittee  is  particularly  interested 
in  cotton  as  a  commodity. 

We  have  a  cotton  program  which  has 
been  in  operation  for  many  years.  Un¬ 
fortunately,  in  former  years,  because 
only  some  of  the  cotton  sold  was  re¬ 
classified,  some  of  the  cotton  merchants 
were  granted  a  refund,  a  substantial 
refund,  in  toto  amounting  to  about  $166 
million.  I  certainly  do  not  approve  of 
that  procedure.  Neither  does  any  mem¬ 
ber  of  the  House  Committee  on  Agri¬ 
culture  approve  of  the  granting  of  these 
huge  rebates  to  cotton  merchants.  But 
we  do  approve  of  a  reclassification  of 
cotton  at  the  time  of  delivery,  and  that 
is  exactly  what  the  Department  of  Agri¬ 
culture  now  proposes  to  do.  Here  is  a 
statement  from  the  Department  an¬ 
nouncing  this  program: 

CCC  To  Sell  1959  and  Prior  Crop  Cotton  on 
Basis  of  Reclassification 

Beginning  August  1,  1960,  the  Commodity 
Credit  Corporation  will  offer  all  1959  and 
prior  crop  upland  cotton  for  sale  subject 
to  reclassification  before  final  settlement,  the 
XJ.S.  Department  of  Agriculture  announced 
today. 

Detailed  provisions  regarding  sampling, 
classification,  and  settlement  for  the  1959 
and  prior  crop  cotton  are  now  being  devel¬ 
oped.  They  will  be  contained  in  a  cotton 
sales  announcement  to  be  released  from  the 
New  Orleans  Commodity  Stabilization  Serv¬ 
ice  Commodity  Office  in  sufficient  time  to 
begin  sales  under  the  new  provisions  on 
August  1,  1960. 

Cotton  from  the  1960  crop  purchased  by 
CCC  under  the  Choice  A  program  will  be 
offered  for  sale  by  local  sales  agencies  and 
by  the  New  Orleans  office  on  the  basis  of 
the  quality  assigned  the  cotton  by  USDA 
Boards  of  Cotton  Examiners  prior  to  its  pur¬ 
chase  by  CCC. 

This  will  result  in  the  1960  crop  of  Choice 
A  cotton  being  handled  during  the  1960- 
61  marketing  year  on  the  same  basis  as  the 
1959  crop  of  Choice  A  cotton  was  han¬ 
dled  during  the  1959-60  marketing  year. 

This  matter  came  up  last  fall.  I 
attended  a  meeting  in  New  Orleans 
which  was  attended  by  reputable  rep¬ 
resentatives  of  all  segments  of  the  cot¬ 
ton  industry.  After  a  thorough  discus¬ 
sion,  substantially  all  those  in  attend¬ 
ance  were  in  complete  agreement  that 
all  CCC  cotton  should  be  reclassed  at  the 
time  of  sale. 

Thereafter  we  called  another  meeting 
here  in  Washington  in  December.  It 
was  a  joint  meeting  between  the  House 
Committee  on  Agriculture  and  the  Sen¬ 
ate  Committee  on  Agriculture.  That 
committee  meeting  was  held  in  our  com¬ 
mittee  room.  At  that  time  a  very  dis¬ 
tinguished  subcommittee  of  the  cotton 
industry  made  certain  recommenda¬ 
tions,  one  of  which  was  that  the  Sec¬ 
retary  should  provide  an  equitable  pro¬ 


gram  for  the  reclassification  of  cotton 
at  the  time  of  delivery. 

The  matter  was  then  brought  to  the 
attention  of  the  Department  of  Agri¬ 
culture  and  after  consideration  by  offi¬ 
cials  in  the  Department  of  Agriculture 
one  of  the  officials  in  high  places  indi¬ 
cated  to  us  that  he  wanted  to  put  into 
operation  this  recommendation  of  the 
cotton  industry. 

Here  is  the  recommendation:  “Work 
out  an  equitable  reclassification  privi¬ 
lege  for  the  purchase  of  CCC  stocks.” 

Now  then  our  Subcommittee  on  Cot¬ 
ton  of  the  Committee  on  Agriculture 
unanimously  urged  the  Department  of 
Agriculture  in  a  formal  letter  to  adopt 
this  recommendation.  Here  is  the  text 
of  that  letter: 

January  6,  1960. 

Hon.  Marvin  McLain, 

Assistant  Secretary  of  Agriculture, 
Washington,  D.C. 

Dear  Mr.  McLain:  Representatives  of  the 
cotton  exchanges  and  the  Cotton  Merchants 
Association  have  reported  to  our  committee 
the  progress  made  in  working  with  the  De¬ 
partment  on  the  five  points  which  they  and 
other  segments  of  the  cotton  trade  believe 
are  necessary  to  the  operation  of  the  ex¬ 
changes  and  an  effective  private  merchandis¬ 
ing  system  in  1960-61. 

We  are  pleased  to  know  that  you  are  giving 
careful  consideration  to  each  of  the  five 
points  presented  to  the  Agriculture  Commit¬ 
tee  in  December,  and  that  definite  progress 
is  being  made  toward  satisfactory  solutions. 

With  respect  to  classification  at  the  time 
of  sale,  it  is  inconceivable  to  us,  as  you  stated 
it  was  to  you,  that  buyers  of  cotton  or  any 
other  commodity  sold  on  description  should 
be  denied  the  right  to  have  the  actual  qual¬ 
ity  checked  at  the  time  of  delivery.  Depart¬ 
mental  technicians  have  testified  to  us  that 
cotton  in  storage  does  change  in  color  and 
that  Government  stocks  are  subject  to  a  con¬ 
tinued  culling  process  which  emphasizes  oc¬ 
casional  and  unavoidable  classing  errors. 
The  resulting  commercial  risks  of  buying  on 
catalog  description  are  sufficiently  great  that 
prospective  purchasers  are  compelled  to  pro¬ 
tect  themselves  in  the  prices  they  will  pay 
and  the  loss  to  the  CCC  is  substantial.  Fail¬ 
ure  to  sell  on  terms  which  assure  the  buyer 
he  will  get  what  he  has  bought  not  only  costs 
the  Government  heavily  but  delays  the  dis¬ 
position  of  Government  stocks  directed  by 
section  201  of  the  Agricultural  Act  of  1956. 
It  ignores  numerous  congressional  directives 
to  sell  on  terms  and  conditions  that  will  pro¬ 
mote  utilization  of  ordinary  private  channels 
of  trade  and  to  protect  small  business  firms. 

As  our  committee  sees  it,  the  record  before 
us  shows  that  the  cotton  can  be  sampled  at 
time  of  delivery  and  that  the  purchase  price 
based  on  the  quality  determined  by  Govern¬ 
ment  classers,  subject  to  established  depart¬ 
mental  appeal  procedures,  can  be  collected  by 
draft  against  a  bank  letter  of  credit  with  full 
protection  of  the  Government  interest  and 
assurance  to  the  purchasers  that  they  can  bid 
for  CCC  cotton  knowing  they  will  get  cotton 
of  the  description  bought. 

Some  such  provision  to  permit  accurate 
checking  of  quality  at  the  time  of  delivery 
would  have  the  added  advantage  of  reducing 
costs  (only  the  bales  which  are  sold  would  be 
sampled)  and  by  using  the  letter  of  credit 
method  of  payment  would  protect  the  Gov¬ 
ernment  investment  without  resorting  to  any 
refunds,  which  are  always  likely  to  involve 
public  misunderstanding. 

Harold  D.  Cooley,  W.  R.  Poage,  George 
Grant,  Alexander  Pirnie,  Don  L. 
Short,  John  L.  McMillan,  Thomas  G. 
Abernethy,  Carl  Albert,  Billy  Mat¬ 
thews,  Clark  W.  Thompson,  W.  Pat 
Jennings,  E.  C.  Gathings,  Harold  B. 
McSween. 
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The  Department  officials  indicated  to 
us  they  would  adopt  the  recommenda¬ 
tions,  but  that  because  of  some  conver¬ 
sations  which  Department  officials  had 
had  with  the  chairman  of  this  subcom¬ 
mittee,  they  seemed  to  be  somewhat  re¬ 
luctant  to  put  the  program  in  operation. 
Thereupon  we  called  a  special  meeting 
of  the  full  Committee  on  Agriculture. 
A  resolution  was  presented  and  unani¬ 
mously  adopted  recommending  the  ini¬ 
tiation  of  this  new  program.  Here  is 
the  text  of  the  resolution: 

Whereas  this  committee  has  had  under 
consideration  for  the  past  several  months 
questions  relating  to  the  reclassing  and 
sale  of  cotton  owned  by  the  Commodity 
Credit  Corporation;  and 

Whereas  the  views  of  cotton  producers, 
cotton  users,  and  the  cotton  trade  generally 
appear  to  be  virtually  unanimous  that  CCC 
cotton  should  be  reclassed  at  the  time  of 
sale:  Therefore  be  it 

Resolved,  That  the  Secretary  of  Agricul¬ 
ture  is  urged  to  put  into  effect  as  ex¬ 
peditiously  as  possible  the  uniform  policy  of 
reclassing  all  CCC  cotton  at  the  time  of  its 
sale  and  that  this  be  done  in  such  manner 
that  the  procedure  will  not  involve  rebates 
to  the  purchaser  but  that,  instead,  the  final 
price  of  the  cotton  which  the  purchaser  will 
be  obligated  to  pay  will  be  determined  by 
the  reclassing  carried  out  at  the  time  of 
sale  and  that  all  of  every  lot  of  cotton  sold 
6hall  be  reclassified. 

It  was  sent  to  the  Department  not¬ 
withstanding  the  objections  of  the 
gentleman  from  Mississippi,  the  chair¬ 
man  of  the  subcommittee,  and  although 
the  Department  was  somewhat  reluc¬ 
tant  to  disagree  with  his  views,  the  De¬ 
partment  announced  the  program.  Now 
the  gentleman  from  Mississippi  will 
know  what  was  said.  I  only  know  by 
hearsay  what  was  said  in  that  conver¬ 
sation.  Without  attempting  to  quote 
that  conversation  verbatim,  we  were 
told  that  the  officials  in  the  Department 
were  told  by  the  gentleman  from  Mis¬ 
sissippi  in  effect:  “I  write  the  checks — 
I  write  the  checks  and  if  you  do  not  do 
this,  I  will  not  write  the  check  and  you 
will  have  no  money  to  pay  the  em¬ 
ployees  of  the  Department  of  Agricul¬ 
ture  engaged  in  this  program.” 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Now  if  the  gentleman 
wants  to  deny  he  made  that  statement — 
I  yield. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  First,  I  do  cate¬ 
gorically  deny  it.  But  I  would  also 
like  to  have  the  name  of  the  person 
you  said  told  that  to  you.  I  would  like 
to  know  who  he  is. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  I  thought  I  heard  the 
gentleman  say  here  on  the  floor  yester¬ 
day,  “I  write  the  checks  and  you  endorse 
them.”  Is  that  not  in  the  Record? 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  As  a  matter  of  fact, 
I  said  that  we  do — and  it  is  a  fact  that 
we  do. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  When  did  you  start 
writing  the  checks?  Congress  writes  the 
checks.  You  are  supposed  to  carry  out 
the  intent  and  purpose  of  the  legislative 
committees  of  the  Congress. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Read  the  bill  and 
read  the  report.  You  will  find  the  names 
of  the  Members  on  the  report. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  I  read  the  report  and 
I  read  the  bill.  This  man  who  talked 


to  us,  I  do  not  think  was  talking  to  us 
in  confidence. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Will  you  give  me  his 
name  because  he  told  you  an  unmitigated 
lie  and  I  would  like  to  know  his  name. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  I  do  not  want  to  start 
a  fight  now  between  the  gentleman  and 
any  official  of  the  Department  of  Agri¬ 
culture.  The  gentleman  knows  whether 
he  said  it  or  not.  It  is  almost  identical 
with  the  language  that  the  gentleman 
used  here  on  the  floor  yesterday — “That 
our  committee  writes  the  checks.” 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Unfortunately,  we  do 
have  to  write  the  checks. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  And  the  gentleman 
said  on  the  floor,  “You  are  just  merely 
endorsers  of  the  check.”  Now  here  you 
have  it — that  an  administrator  in  the 
executive  branch  of  the  Government 
wants  to  do  something  and  he  is 
intimidated. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Now  I  did  not  say  that 
you  intimidated  him,  but  he  was  intimi¬ 
dated  to  the  point  that  he  did  not  issue 
this  order  until  our  legislative  commit¬ 
tee  had  unanimously  urged  him  to  do 
it  and  commended  him  for  his  efforts. 
He  issued  the  order  which  is,  in  effect, 
why  the  gentleman  from  Mississippi  and 
his  committee  want  to  cut  off  the  money. 

Since  when  did  the  Appropriations 
Committee  arrogate  to  itself  such 
mighty  power  as  to  say  that  Congress 
authorizes  an  act  but  we  will  cut  it  off, 
notwithstanding  the  views,  the  unani¬ 
mous  views  of  all  the  Committee  on  Agri¬ 
culture,  Republicans  and  Democrats 
alike?  It  seems  to  me  this  is  a  kind  of 
test.  Who  is  going  to  run  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Agriculture?  The  Subcommit¬ 
tee  on  Appropriations  or  the  legislative 
committees  of  this  Congress  and  the 
Members  of  Congress  themselves?  If 
we  yield  to  this  limitation,  then  we  have 
our  only  forum  thereafter  in  the  star 
chamber  sessions  of  the  Committee  on 
Appropriations.  You  cannot  even  get 
into  that  room  without  special  permis¬ 
sion. 

Mr.  BOGGS.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  COOLEY.  I  yield. 

Mr.  BOGGS.  I  attended  the  gentle¬ 
man’s  joint  session  last  fall.  The  gentle¬ 
man  referred  to  meetings  held  last  fall 
in  my  district  in  Louisiana,  and  later 
here  in  the  gentleman’s  committee  room 
on  agriculture,  which  was  a  joint  meet¬ 
ing  of  the  two  Committees  on  Agricul¬ 
ture.  It  was  my  recollection,  coming  to 
the  merits  of  the  issue  before  this  body, 
that  this  representation  on  reclassifica¬ 
tion  was  sponsored  by  everyone. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  And  the  Department 
is  trying  to  carry  out  the  wishes  of  the 
people  who  are  most  concerned  with  the 
stability  of  the  cotton  crop,  and  of  the 
Committee  on  Agriculture,  providing  for 
a  fair  and  equitable  basis  of  sale,  so  that 
the  cotton  buyer  will  not  have  to  buy  a 
“pig  in  a  sack.” 

Mr.  BOGGS.  When  the  gentleman 
talks  about  reclassification,  he  simply 
means  that  when  he  comes  in  to  buy  a 
given  item  the  item  is  as  represented;  is 
that  correct? 

Mr.  COOLEY.  That  is  correct. 
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The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  North  Carolina  [Mr. 
Cooley]  has  expired. 

(By  unanimous  consent  Mr.  Cooley 
was  granted  5  additional  minutes.) 

Mr.  BOGGS.  Will  the  gentleman 
yield  further? 

Mr.  COOLEY.  I  yield. 

Mr.  BOGGS.  It  is  very  interesting 
that  at  this  moment  a  hearing  is  going 
on  in  the  other  body  involving  the  sale 
of  drugs,  and  one  of  the  issues  involved 
is  whether  they  are  selling  what  is 
represented. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  BOGGS.  So  what  is  involved 
here  is  that  Congress  is  arrogating  to 
itself  the  right  to  say  when  an  industry 
cannot  make  proper  representation  of 
what  they  are  selling. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Yes.  And  I  want  to 
know  why  cotton  has  been  singled  out. 

Mr.  BOGGS.  If  you  sold  an  auto¬ 
mobile  or  grain  or  anything  else,  and 
you  misrepresent  it,  you  would  be  sub¬ 
ject  to  accounting  in  the  courts? 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Certainly.  All  we 
want  is  to  have  the  same  integrity  in 
Government  transactions  that  you  now 
have  in  private  trading. 

I  have  here  a  telegram  from  a  large 
number  of  cotton  merchants.  They 
are  all  in  favor  of  striking  out  this 
amendment.  There  are  letters  from  the 
American  Cotton  Producers  Association, 
the  American  Farm  Bureau  Federation, 
and  so  on.  I  will  not  take  the  time  to 
read  them  but  will  insert  them  in  the 
Record  at  this  point: 

American  Farm  Bureau  Federation, 

Washington,  D.C.,  May  9,  1960. 
The  Honorable  Harold  D.  Cooley, 

Chairman,  House  Committee  on  Agriculture, 
U.S.  House  of  Representatives,  Washing¬ 
ton,  D.C. 

Dear  Congressman  Cooley:  We  believe 
that  the  House  Agriculture  Committee  was 
right  when  they  asked  the  U.S.  Department 
of  Agriculture  to  institute  a  procedure  for 
1960  and  prior  crops  of  CCC  cotton  whereby 
purchasers  of  such  cotton  could  get  it  re- 
classed. 

In  our  opinion,  cotton  should  be  sold  on 
the  basis  of  weight  and  class  at  the  time  of 
sale.  This  is  customary  in  all  normal  mer¬ 
chandising  procedure  with  which  we  are  fa¬ 
miliar.  Where  a  purchaser  requests  reclassi¬ 
fication  of  CCC  cotton,  we  suggested  to  the 
Department  that  the  entire  purchase  be  re¬ 
classed. 

We  hope  that  nothing  will  be  done  by  the 
Congress  to  countermand  in  any  way  the 
action  of  the  Department  with  regard  to  re¬ 
classification  of  CCC  cotton. 

Sincerely  yours, 

John  C.  Lynn, 
Legislative  Director. 

National  Cotton 
Council  of  America, 
Washington,  D.C.,  March  18, 1960. 
The  Honorable  Harold  D.  Cooley, 

Chairman,  Committee  on  Agriculture, 

U.S.  House  of  Representatives, 

Washington,  D.C. 

Dear  Mr.  Cooley:  We  have  Just  learned 
that  the  House  Committee  on  Agriculture 
passed  a  resolution  urging  the  Secretary  of 
Agriculture  to  reclass  all  cotton  sold  by 
Commodity  Credit  Corporation  at  the  time 
of  sale  and  wish  to  commend  the  committee 
for  Its  action.  We  hope  the  Agriculture 
Committee  will  continue  to  press  the  Sec¬ 
retary  to  act  on  this. 
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The  National  Cotton  Council  strongly 
supports  this  principle  and  has  also  urged 
the  Department  of  Agriculture  to  authorize 
reclass  at  the  time  of  delivery.  At  its 
recent  annual  meeting  in  Dallas,  the  council 
unanimously  approved  the  following  resolu¬ 
tion  which  was  recommended  by  both  its 
committee  on  production  and  marketing 
and  its  committee  on  foreign  trade: 

“8.  That  the  council  urge  the  U.S.  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Agriculture  to  recognize  the  right 
of  purchasers  of  carryover  cotton  from  CCC 
stocks  to  obtain  a  fair  delivery  equal  to 
the  quality  bought  by  means  of  reclassifica¬ 
tion  by  a  regular  Government  classing  board 
at  the  time  of  delivery  and,  if  the  quality 
is  different  from  that  advertised,  an  adjust¬ 
ment  of  price  upward  or  downward.” 

It  is  an  established  fact  that  cotton  often 
deteriorates  in  storage.  The  extent  of  de¬ 
terioration,  of  course,  depends  on  the  con¬ 
ditions  under  which  the  cotton  was  grown, 
harvested  and  ginned  and  the  condition  of  it 
when  it  went  into  storage  and  the  storage 
conditions.  There  is  no  way  to  determine  in 
advance  the  change  that  will  occur  and  it  is 
impossible  to  determine  the  change  that  has 
occurred  without  reclassing  the  cotton. 

It  is  also  inevitable  that  some  cotton  will 
be  improperly  classed  because  of  human 
errors. 

Except  in  the  case  of  cotton  all  major 
commodities  sold  by  CCC  are  sold  on  the 
basis  of  the  quality  being  equal  to  that  for 
which  the  buyer  pays.  There  should  be  no 
exception  to  this  principle  of  the  right  to  a 
fair  delivery. 

As  long  as  there  is  a  possibility  that  the 
value  of  the  cotton  received  in  a  purchase 
from  CCC  may  be  less  than  the  amount  paid, 
there  is  a  risk  involved  on  the  part  of  the 
purchaser.  The  cost  of  the  risk  must  be  in¬ 
cluded  in  the  price. 

The  increased  cost  will  be  reflected  in  a 
higher  price  to  mills  at  home  and  abroad. 
The  effect  of  this  will  be  to  place  cotton  at 
a  further  disadvantage  at  home  with  man¬ 
made  fibers  and  to  increase  the  cost  of  the 
export  program  abroad.  We  believe  this  fur¬ 
ther  disadvantage  is  not  in  the  interest  of 
the  farmers  nor  the  other  segments  of  the 
industry. 

Inasmuch  as  CCC  still  has  approximately  6 
million  bales  of  cotton  to  dispose  of,  it  is 
important  that  sales  practices  be  adopted 
which  are  fair  and  reasonable  and  which  will 
not  be  a  deterrent  to  the  expansion  of  con¬ 
sumption. 

We  appreciate  your  efforts  in  this  regard. 
Sincerely, 

Wm.  Rhea  Blake, 
Executive  Vice  President. 

Plains  Cotton  Growers,  Inc., 

Lubbock,  Tex.,  May  9,  1960. 
Congressman  Harold  D.  Cooley, 

House  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.C. 

Dear  Mr.  Cooley:  Enclosed  with  this  let¬ 
ter  is  another  one  from  Mr.  Wilmer  Smith, 
president  of  the  American  Cotton  Producer 
Associates,  concerning  the  important  ques¬ 
tion  of  reclassing  of  Commodity  Credit 
Corporation  stocks. 

The  Plains  Cotton  Growers,  Inc.,  has  gone 
on  record  opposing  reclassing  after  sale 
which  would  permit  refund  to  shipper.  Our 
position  is  exactly  that  as  outlined  in  Mr. 
Smith’s  letter  for  the  majority  of  the  ACPA 
members. 

With  best  wishes,  I  am. 

Sincerely  yours, 

George  W.  Pfeiffenberger, 

Executive  Vice  President. 


Houston,  Tex.,  May  10, 1960. 
Hon.  H.  D.  Cooley, 

Chairman,  Appropriations  Committee  on 
Agriculture  Committee,  House  Office 
Building,  Washington,  D.C.: 

We  understand  House  appropriation  bill 
for  agriculture  to  be  considered  possibly 
Tuesday  contains  provisions  prohibiting  re¬ 
class  of  Government-owned  cotton  after  sale 
to  cotton  trade.  Since  it  is  a  well  estab¬ 
lished  fact  that  cotton  deteriorates  in  grade 
while  in  storage,  and  since  numerous  cler¬ 
ical  errors  in  classing  and  cataloging  occur, 
we,  the  undersigned  cotton  merchants  and 
brokers  of  the  Houston  Cotton  Exchange, 
both  large  and  small,  think  this  provision 
very  harmful  and  contrary  to  accepted  trade 
practice,  and  we  solicit  your  help  in  getting 
it  deleted  from  the  bill  before  final  passage. 
In  our  opinion  the  buyer  is  entitled  to  re¬ 
ceive  the  quality  he  buys  based  on  classifica¬ 
tion  at  time  of  delivery  rather  than  some 
earlier  classification  which  may  not  be  cor¬ 
rect  at  time  of  delivery. 

S.  B.  Locke  &  Co.,  Ernst  Cohn  &  Co., 
Geo.  H.  McFadden  &  Bro.,  Inc.,  Rein¬ 
hart  Co.,  Anderson  Clayton  &  Co.,  Em¬ 
met  V.  Clark,  P.  G.  Pauls  &  Co.,  K. 
Dean  &  Co.,  Otto  Goedecke,  Inc.,  P. 
Hart  &  Co.,  Hendeson  Cotton  Co.,  V.  A. 
Maudr  &  Co.,  Frank  Mayes  &  Co.,  Miller 
Cotton  Co.,  Houston  Cotton  Co.,  Weil 
Bros.  Cotton,  Inc.,  W.  J.  Schmitz  &  Co., 
John  I.  Steen,  W.  H.  Strickland,  H.  T. 
Witherspoon,  W.  R.  Wilson  &  Co.,  W. 
A.  Willis. 


American  Cotton 
Producer  Associates, 
Lubbock,  Tex.,  May  9,  1960. 
Congressman  Harold  D.  Cooley, 

House  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.C. 

Dear  Mr.  Cooley:  In  view  of  recent  de¬ 
velopments  regarding  the  reclassing  of  Com¬ 
modity  Credit  Corporation  cotton,  we  wish 
to  reiterate  the  stand  of  the  American  Cot¬ 
ton  Producer  Associates  on  this  question. 

The  majority  of  the  members  of  the 
ACPA  are  opposed  to  reclassing  of  cotton 
after  sale  in  such  a  manner  that  would 
permit  or  require  refunds  from  CCC  to  the 
shipper.  In  the  past  this  has  led  to  un¬ 
just  and  unfounded  criticism  of  the  entire 
agricultural  program,  and  this  we  want  to 
avoid  at  all  costs.  We  are  opposed  to  the 
‘‘pick  and  choose”  method  of  reclassing  se¬ 
lected  bales  in  any  given  purchase. 

We  are  not  opposed  to  reclassing  if  it  is 
done  before  sale,  and  if  the  entire  lot  being 
purchased  is  reclassed.  We  believe  this  re¬ 
classing  before  sale  should  be  automatic  in 
all  cases.  The  chief  item  we  are  concerned 
with  is  that  there  be  no  refunds. 

I  trust  this  will  clarify  the  position  of 
the  majority  of  the  ACPA  members. 

With  best  wishes,  I  am, 

Sincerely  yours, 

Wilmer  Smith, 

President. 

Now,  why  should  this  committee  apply 
to  cotton  some  rule  or  regulation  that  is 
not  applicable  to  wheat  and  corn,  or  any 
other  commodity?  Why  should  a  mer¬ 
chant  be  forced  to  accept  something  that 
has  actually  been  misrepresented?  The 
gentleman  from  Mississippi  [Mr.  Whit¬ 
ten],  may  say  that  cotton  does  not  dete¬ 
riorate  in  storage.  All  the  evidence 
shows  that  it  does  deteriorate  in  storage. 
He  may  say  that  he  is  against  these 
refunds.  Our  committee  will  say  we  are 
against  refunds,  too,  but  under  the  pro¬ 
posal  of  the  Department  of  Agriculture 
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there  cannot  hereafter  be  any  more  re¬ 
funds.  The  purchaser  pays  85  or  90  per¬ 
cent  of  the  purchase  price  in  cash,  and 
the  other  is  paid  when  the  grades  are 
determined  and  accepted.  So  that  there 
are  no  refunds. 

Mr.  ALGER.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  COOLEY.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Texas. 

Mr.  ALGER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  want 
to  join  with  the  gentleman  who  is  pre¬ 
senting  these  figures  to  us  and  tell  him  I 
commend  him  for  his  position  and  assure 
him  that  we  in  Dallas,  which  is  one  of  the 
largest  cotton  exchange  centers  in  the 
country,  fully  share  his  view  and  his  con¬ 
cern  as  he  expressed  it  to  the  House.  I 
merely  join  with  him  in  agreeing  with  his 
statement  on  reclassification.  It  is  right 
and  correct. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  I  thank  my  colleague. 
I  think  people  all  the  way  from  New  York 
to  Galveston  agree  that  this  limitation 
should  be  taken  out  and  the  Department 
of  Agriculture  should  be  permitted  to  put 
into  operation  and  effect  an  equitable 
reclassification  program  which  will  guar¬ 
antee  to  the  purchaser  that  he  will  re¬ 
ceive  the  quality  of  merchandise  that  he 
obligates  himself  to  pay  for. 

I  hope  this  amendment  will  be  adopted 
and  that  we  will  proceed  with  the  pro¬ 
gram  that  the  Department  of  Agriculture 
after  careful  consideration  has  decided 
to  put  into  operation. 

I  know  some  other  members  of  our 
committee  will  explain  in  detail  just  how 
the  program  will  work.  I  would  like  for 
the  gentleman  from  Arkansas  [Mr. 
Gathings]  who  is  chairman  of  our  cot¬ 
ton  subcommittee,  to  consume  time  to 
explain  it,  because  he  has  worked  on  it 
faithfully  and  diligently.  Members  on 
both  sides  of  our  committee  feel  that  the 
limitation  should  be  stricken  out. 

Mr.  MARSHALL.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
rise  in  opposition  to  the  amendment. 

Mr.  Chairman,  on  every  occasion  that 
I  have  appeared  before  the  legislative 
Committee  on  Agriculture  I  have  always 
been  treated  with  the  utmost  respect,  and 
I  was  somewhat  amazed  to  hear  the  re¬ 
marks  that  were  made  a  few  minutes  ago 
about  the  attitude  of  our  committee. 

We  have  tried  in  every  way  possible  to 
be  fair  with  the  members  of  the  Agricul¬ 
ture  Committee  when  they  have  ap¬ 
peared  before  our  committee.  I  know 
that  we  have  sat  long  hours  and  listened 
to  a  lot  of  testimony. 

I  want  to  say  to  the  Members  of  the 
House  that  as  far  as  this  matter  is  con¬ 
cerned  this  is  not  a  matter  of  just  one 
member  of  the  committee;  our  commit¬ 
tee  is  just  as  unified,  or  even  more  so  per¬ 
haps,  than  the  Committee  on  Agriculture. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  MARSHALL.  I  yield  to  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  North  Carolina. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  The  gentleman  will  not 
deny  my  statement  to  the  effect  that  you 
hold  star  chamber  sessions  behind  closed 
doors. 

Mr.’  MARSHALL.  We  certainly  do. 
That  has  been  customary  for  a  long  time. 
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Mr.  COOLEY.  Why  should  the  cus¬ 
tom  be  continued? 

Mr.  MARSHALL.  And,  yet  every  per¬ 
son  who  has  asked  for  an  opportunity  to 
appear  before  our  committee  has  been 
given  that  opportunity. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  think  we  ought  to  get 
into  the  meat  of  this  thing.  Our  com¬ 
mittee  has  a  responsibility  too;  we  have 
a  responsibility  to  the  taxpayers  of  the 
country  as  well  as  we  do  to  the  cotton- 
growers  and  the  warehousemen;  we  have 
that  responsibility.  We  have  a  respon¬ 
sibility  that  the  House  has  delegated  to 
us,  to  go  into  these  matters  to  find  out 
about  them. 

The  distinguished  chairman  of  the 
House  Committee  on  Agriculture  was  giv¬ 
ing  you  an  opinion  that  we  were  using 
cotton  somewhat  differently.  I  would 
like  to  say  to  the  distinguished  Chairman 
of  the  House  Committee  on  Agriculture 
that  my  people,  the  warehousemen,  who 
deal  in  corn  and  wheat  and  those  com¬ 
modities,  would  be  most  happy  to  have 
this  kind  of  arrangement.  Our  com¬ 
mittee  found  some  astounding  things 
that  took  place. 

What  do  we  do  with  this  reclassification 
of  cotton?  The  Government  classifies 
this  cotton;  the  buyer  buys  the  cotton; 
he  asks  for  a  reclassification;  he  gets  a 
reclassification  of  that  cotton.  It  is  re¬ 
classified  and  is  a  lower  grade.  What 
does  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation 
do?  They  give  him  a  rebate.  Then  many 
times  these  warehousemen  export  that 
cotton.  What  has  happened?  The 
thing  that  has  happened  is  that  it  is 
then  reclassified  again  at  a  higher  grade. 

We  are  not  dealing  in  small  items  in 
this  particular  thing;  what  we  are  deal¬ 
ing  with  is  shown  by  these  figures:  In 
1956  there  was  a  refund  of  $4,544,751; 
in  1957  it  was  $7,927,254. 

Now  listen  to  this.  We  come  up  to 
1958  and  we  get  a  refund  of  $62,474,370; 
in  1960  we  had  a  rebate  of  $11,639,154. 
We  dropped  down  because  we  did  some¬ 
thing  about  this  reclassification.  Can 
a  man  who  buys  corn  which  has  been 
graded  by  the  Commodity  Credit  Cor¬ 
poration  obtain  a  rebate  on  the  grade 
of  that  corn?  Of  course  he  cannot. 
Can  the  man  who  buys  wheat  from 
Commodity  Credit  come  in  and  ask  for 
a  refund  because  he  disputes  the  grade? 
No;  he  cannot.  Those  commodities  are 
sold  on  the  basis  of  the  grade  which  is 
presented. 

The  question  is  clear,  and  it  is  just  as 
simple  to  me  as  day  and  night.  If  this 
Congress  wants  to  permit  the  people 
who  handle  this  cotton,  and  many  of 
them  are  huge  exporters,  to  come  in  and 
get  a  rebate  on  a  grade  which  has  been 
as  fairly  established  as  it  can  be,  then 
you  vote  for  this  amendment  which  has 
been  offered.  But  if  you  want  to  con¬ 
duct  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation 
operation  in  cotton  in  the  same  manner 
in  which  it  is  conducted  in  the  case  of 
other  commodities,  then  you  vote  down 
the  amendment.  If  you  want  to  open  up 
the  Treasury  of  the  United  States  to 
where  you  can  say,  “Come  in  with  a 
shovel,  we  are  going  to  give  you  gold  on 
the  basis  of  a  rebate,”  vote  for  this 
amendment. 

If  you  want  to  protect  the  farm  pro¬ 
gram,  if  you  want  to  have  a  farm  pro¬ 


gram,  then  the  things  we  are  talking 
about  in  this  amendment  must  stop  and 
they  must  stop  now. 

This  is  not  a  matter  of  the  chairman 
of  our  committee.  It  is  a  matter  which 
came  before  our  entire  committee  and  it 
is  one  on  which  we  are  in  accord. 

Mr.  ANDERSEN  of  Minnesota.  Mr. 
Chairman,  will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  MARSHALL.  I  yield  to  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Minnesota. 

Mr.  ANDERSEN  of  Minnesota.  I 
want  to  state  to  the  Committee  that  I 
am  in  full  agreement  with  what  my  col¬ 
league  from  Minnesota  has  just  said. 

Mr.  HORAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  MARSHALL.  I  yield  to  the 
gentleman  from  Washington. 

Mr.  HORAN.  May  I  say  that  when 
our  committee  saw  these  huge  raids  on 
the  Treasury  of  the  United  States,  we 
wanted  to  sort  of  close  the  door  as  best 
we  could  against  it. 

Mr.  MARSHALL.  I  thank  the  gentle¬ 
man.  I  urge  the  Members  of  the  Con¬ 
gress  to  weigh  the  facts  in  this  par¬ 
ticular  matter  and  vote  down  the 
amendment,  as  I  am  sure  you  would  if 
you  understood  all  of  the  facts. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  MARSHALL.  I  yield  to  the 

gentleman  from  North  Carolina. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  I  agree  we  want  to 
close  the  door,  but  under  the  proposal 
of  the  Department  so  that  there  will  be 
no  more  rebates. 

Mr.  NATCHER.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  MARSHALL.  I  yield  to  the 

gentleman  from  Kentucky. 

Mr.  NATCHER.  As  a  member  of  this 
subcommittee,  certainly  I  do  not  profess 
to  be  an  expert  on  cotton,  but  I  want  to 
say  to  the  members  of  the  Committee  if 
you  want  to  dissipate  the  funds  of  the 
Commodity  Credit  Corporation  here  is 
the  place  to  do  it.  All  you  have  to  do  is 
to  adopt  the  pending  amendment. 
There  has  been  $166,585,849  paid  in  re¬ 
bates  since  1956.  Who  received  the  re¬ 
bates?  In  a  number  of  instances  ware¬ 
housemen  and  big  operators  who  have 
the  cotton  under  their  jurisdiction.  I 
say  again,  if  you  want  to  dissipate  the 
funds  of  the  Commodity  Credit  Corpora¬ 
tion  here  is  the  place  to  do  it.  I  thank 
the  gentleman  for  yielding. 

Mr.  MARSHALL.  Furthermore,  Mr. 
Chairman,  as  far  as  we  are  concerned, 
in  trying  to  treat  the  taxpayers  of  this 
country  fair  and  to  fulfill  our  responsi¬ 
bility  as  delegated  to  us  by  the  Con¬ 
gress,  we  are  calling  this  matter  to 
your  attention  and  taking  the  stand 
that  we  have,  at  a  time  when  we  hear 
so  much  about  the  cost  of  the  Com¬ 
modity  Credit  Corporation,  your  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Appropriations  could  take  no 
other  course  than  we  have  taken.  I 
hope  you  will  sustain  the  course  we  have 
taken  to  protect  the  assets  and  the  in¬ 
tegrity  of  the  Commodity  Credit  Corpo¬ 
ration. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Minnesota  has  expired. 

(Mr.  GATHINGS  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.  ) 
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Mr.  GATHINGS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
move  to  strike  out  the  last  word. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  subcommittee  on 
agricultural  appropriations  went  into 
this  question,  and  as  the  result  of  their 
recommendation  and  that  of  the  General 
Accounting  Office,  the  Department 
changed  its  plans  on  reclassifying  cotton. 
Now,  at  that  time,  when  they  changed 
the  plan  for  the  current  year,  which  they 
did,  being  effective  August  1,  1959,  what 
did  they  do?  They  went  back  and  re¬ 
classed  all  of  the  cotton  from  1957  and 
years  earlier,  and  in  reclassing  that  cot¬ 
ton  it  showed  that  it  was  $12  a  bale  lower 
in  value.  That  is  under  the  plan  of  the 
gentleman  from  Mississippi  and  this 
Subcommittee  on  Appropriations — $12, 
in  round  numbers,  a  bale  lower  in  value. 
Of  course,  it  does  lose  its  quality  when  it 
is  in  storage  for  any  length  of  time  of  a 
few  months  or  more. 

As  a  matter  of  fact,  during  the  number 
of  years  that  $166  million  that  has  been 
referred  to  by  the  gentleman  from  Min¬ 
nesota  was  refunded,  the  average  loss  on 
that  cotton  for  those  years — you  move 
an  awful  lot  of  cotton  out  of  the  CCC — 
was  $11.02,  which  means  an  additional 
cost  to  the  taxpayer.  Everyone  recog¬ 
nizes  that  cotton  is  going  to  deteriorate 
in  storage,  particularly  in  damp  areas. 
The  facts  show  it.  The  only  thing  that 
is  now  being  urged  by  the  gentleman 
from  North  Carolina  in  striking  this  lan¬ 
guage  is  to  approve  the  program  that  the 
Department  of  Agriculture  wants  to  put 
into  effect.  Under  that  program  only 
the  cotton  that  is  sold  shall  be  reclassed, 
and  you  buy  exactly  what  you  pay  for. 
Under  that  plan,  if  the  grade  deterio¬ 
rates,  you  will  pay  less  for  it  than  when 
it  went  into  the  CCC’s  stock  originally 
from  the  farmer’s  hands.  It  would  be 
less  if  it  deteriorates.  But,  if  the  grade 
shows  a  quality  rise,  why,  whoever  buys 
that  cotton  would  have  to  pay  more  for 
it.  It  is  just  that  simple. 

Mr.  POAGE.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  GATHINGS.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Texas. 

Mr.  POAGE.  Would  the  gentleman 
make  it  plain  that  there  is  no  refund  un¬ 
der  the  program  proposed  by  the  De¬ 
partment  of  Agriculture  and  which  our 
committee  recommends,  it  simply  says 
that  you  take  the  cotton  at  the  time  you 
buy  it,  class  it  out,  and  pay  for  what 
you  get,  and  there  will  be  no  refund? 

Mr.  GATHINGS.  No  refund  at  all,  be¬ 
cause  here  is  what  happens  under  this 
plan  that  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture 
wants  to  put  into  effect.  Eighty-five  per¬ 
cent  of  the  value  of  that  cotton  that  went 
into  the  CCC  originally,  85  percent  of 
that  class  you  pay  in  cash  on  those  bales 
of  cotton,  and  then  they  draw  down 
these  samples  and  reclass  it.  The  buyer 
would  be  required  also  to  deposit  with 
CCC,  pending  the  reclass  of  the  cotton 
being  purchased,  an  irrevocable  letter 
of  credit  to  pay  whatever  balance  would 
be  due  when  the  value  is  determined  as 
a  result  of  the  regrading. 

Mr.  BOGGS.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  GATHINGS.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Louisiana. 
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Mr.  BOGGS.  Would  it  be  fair  to  say 
that  the  gentleman  speaking  represents 
perhaps  the  biggest  cotton-producing 
district  in  the  United  States?  The  gen¬ 
tleman  will  certainly  say  that  he  is  not 
speaking  at  the  behest  of  the  larger  ship¬ 
pers  or  exporters  of  cotton. 

Mr.  GATHINGS.  I  agree  with  the  gen¬ 
tleman.  The  American  Cotton  Pro¬ 
ducer  Associates  is  in  favor  of  the  plan 
of  the  Department  of  Agriculture  in  this 
instance,  and  I  want  to  say  that  various 
other  producer  organizations  also  favor 
it,  among  them  being  the  American 
Farm  Bureau  Federation. 

Mr.  BOGGS.  Let  me  ask  another 
question,  because  I  am  in  a  position  of 
being  a  layman  in  this  matter  in  which 
the  gentleman  is  expert.  When  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Minnesota  got  so  emotion¬ 
ally  involved  here  a  moment  ago  about 
the  refund,  is  it  not  a  fact  that  if  a  busi¬ 
nessman  went  in  and  bought  a  bale  of 
cotton  that  was  classified  as  top  or  what 
have  you,  but  which  turned  out  to  be 
spotted,  what  the  refund  provision  meant 
was  that  he  only  paid  for  what  be  got? 

Mr.  GATHINGS.  Certainly.  Here  is 
the  situation.  At  that  particular  time 
the  buyer  of  that  cotton  had  an  option  to 
have  a  part  of  his  purchase  reclassed, 
that  part  that  he  determined  that  he 
wanted  to  have  reclassed  only.  Under 
the  plan  now  that  the  Department  wants 
to  put  into  effect,  all  this  shall  be  re¬ 
classed  and  the  buyer  just  pays  what  the 
reclassification  shows  it  was  at  the  time 
of  delivery. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  hope  the  gentleman’s 
amendment  is  approved. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Arkansas  has  expired. 

(Mr.  GATHINGS  (at  the  request  of 
Mr.  Smith  of  Iowa)  was  given  permis¬ 
sion  to  proceed  for  1  additional  minute.) 

Mr.  SMITH  of  Iowa.  Mr.  Chairman, 
will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  GATHINGS.  I  yield. 

Mr.  SMITH  of  Iowa.  One  of  the  sub¬ 
committees  of  which  I  am  a  member,  in 
looking  into  some  of  the  Public  Law  480 
sales,  discovered  that  the  Department  of 
Agriculture  was  accepting  the  exporters’ 
grading  or  classification  of  cotton  in  de¬ 
termining  how  much  refund  should  be 
given.  But  that  has  nothing  to  do  with 
this. 

Mr.  GATHINGS.  None  whatever. 
The  Agricultural  Marketing  Service,  and 
the  Agricultural  Marketing  Service  only, 
the  Cotton  Class  Division  of  the  AMS,  is 
the  agency  that  is  charged  with  the 
responsibility  of  reclassing  the  cotton. 

Mr.  SMITH  of  Iowa.  Large  refunds 
were  made  due  to  the  fact  that  they 
permitted  the  exporters  to  do  the  re¬ 
classifying.  That  has  nothing  to  do 
with  this  amendment? 

Mr.  GATHINGS.  No.  The  Agricul¬ 
tural  Marketing  Service  itself  makes  this 
classification. 

The  Department  plan  to  reclass  at  the 
time  of  sale  has  overwhelming  support 
because  it  recognizes  the  essential  ob¬ 
ligation  of  the  Government  to  deliver  to 
buyers  that  which  is  sold  to  them  and 
collect  the  correct  price  for  the  cotton 
delivered. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise 
in  opposition  to  the  amendment. 


(Mr.  WHITTEN  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  proceed  for  10  additional 
minutes  and  to  revise  and  extend  his 
remarks.) 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  one  of 
the  things  to  be  regretted  in  situations 
that  we  face  on  occasion  is  that  per¬ 
sonalities  seem  to  get  into  these  discus¬ 
sions.  I  have  no  personal  animosity  in 
any  direction,  departmentalwise  or 
otherwise.  I  do  have  a  responsibility 
and  an  obligation  as  chairman  of  a 
subcommittee,  by  appointment  of  the 
House  of  Representatives,  to  do  the  very 
best  I  can  to  bring  together  these  various 
matters;  to  recommend  to  the  subcom¬ 
mittee  first  and  then  to  the  Congress 
what  I  consider  to  be  the  soundest  ap¬ 
proach  that  we  can  make. 

I  will  succeed  only  as  I  get  support. 

I  am  sure  that  my  friends  and  col¬ 
leagues,  who  seem  to  feel  very  strongly 
about  this  matter  and  who  indicate  that 
there  is  some  competitive  situation  be¬ 
tween  positions — and,  goodness  knows,  I 
want  to  assure  everyone  there  is  no  such 
feeling  on  my  part;  but  I  do  know  that 
all  of  us  are  a  little  quick  tempered  right 
now.  I  do  not  appreciate  the  state¬ 
ments  made,  with  no  name  given.  It  is 
hard  to  agree  on  legislation.  It  is  hard 
to  get  together  on  a  farm  bill.  I  know 
there  are  those  who  have  not  had  a 
chance,  perhaps,  to  read  our  hearings; 
but  here  are  the  facts  in  this  matter. 

Many  of  your  big  international  cotton 
merchants  are,  in  addition,  big  ware¬ 
housemen.  They  have  made  millions 
of  dollars  a  year  storing  cotton  which 
belonged  to  the  Government  in  their 
own  warehouses.  When  we  finally, 
against  the  opposition  of  these  inter¬ 
national  cotton  merchants,  when  they 
were  holding  cotton  off  world  markets 
while  they  were  getting  rich  in  Mexico 
and  elsewhere — got  the  Department  to 
offer  cotton  in  world  markets — these 
same  international  cotton  merchants 
who  had  opposed  sales  became  the  chief 
buyers,  frequently  buying  cotton  that 
was  in  their  own  warehouses  where  they 
had  the  opportunity  to  know  what  they 
might  get  in  a  reclassing  of  that  cotton, 
which  is  a  tremendous  advantage. 

We  had  an  investigation  of  this  mat¬ 
ter.  Believe  me,  I  wish  that  my  friends 
on  the  legislative  committee  on  most 
of  these  occasions  had  my  job,  because 
it  is  not  a  task  for  which  you  get  much 
thanks.  I  wish  they  would  take  it  over 
because,  goodness  knows,  they  would 
quit  spending  much  of  what  they  com¬ 
mit  us  to. 

Our  investigation  showed  that  some  of 
these  merchants  had  gotten  as  much  as 
$12  and  $15  million  a  year  in  rebates 
on  cotton  that  they  bought,  which  they 
had  in  their  own  warehouses.  Some  of 
that  cotton  was  reclassed  for  the  Gov¬ 
ernment  by  classers  who  worked,  nor¬ 
mally,  for  the  buyer  who  would  benefit 
from  any  down-class.  The  names  are 
shown  in  our  hearings  of  2  years  ago. 

Mr.  JONES  of  Missouri.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man. 

Mr.  JONES  of  Missouri.  If  the  gen¬ 
tleman  knows  that  to  be  a  fact,  does  he 
not  think  that  the  Government  has  a 
case  of  fraud?  And  does  not  the  gentle¬ 


man  think  that  his  committee  has  the 
responsibility  of  seeing  that  that  is  pros¬ 
ecuted?  What  the  gentleman  has  said 
clearly  outlines  a  criminal  offense. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  You  know,  I  have 
just  been  accused  of  going  far  beyond 
my  authority.  But  I  do  not  have  any 
control  over  the  Department  of  Justice. 

Let  me  say  to  my  friend  from  Missouri, 
we  printed  these  investigations.  They 
were  printed.  They  are  in  the  hearings. 
I  know  the  gentleman,  like  myself,  does 
not  have  time  to  read  all  the  hearings;  I 
do  not  have  time  to  read  hearings  from 
other  committees  sometimes,  too.  But 
may  I  point  out  to  him  that  insofar  as 
the  testimony  showed,  much  of  this  cot¬ 
ton  that  had  been  reclassed  and  on 
which  these  rebates  were  given  was,  in 
turn,  sold  in  world  trade  at  higher  than 
the  original  class.  Tins  is  a  matter  of 
record. 

We  are  told  that  under  this  amend¬ 
ment,  if  it  is  adopted,  you  will  not  have 
any  rebates.  That  is  technically  right 
but  misleading,  because  if  the  present 
plan  goes  through  they  will  not  get  re¬ 
bates  but  will  obtain  discounts,  because 
they  will  pay  you  85  to  90  percent  to 
start  with,  and  you  get  a  discount.  Is 
not  that  something,  to  shift  from  a  re¬ 
bate  to  a  discount? 

What  are  we  doing  in  this  bill?  We 
talk  about  a  frank  and  fair  market.  In 
our  limitation  we  say,  “Reclass  this  cot¬ 
ton  if  you  want  to  and  put  it  on  the 
counter  and  let  everybody  have  the  same 
chance  to  bid,  not  only  the  fellow  who 
has  it  in  his  warehouse  and  has  the  op¬ 
portunity  to  know  what  he  is  buying.” 
We  say,  “Reclass  at  the  time  of  sale  if 
you  want  to,  but  do  not  sell  it  and  then 
reclass.” 

The  big  shipper  has  an  advantage. 
The  Government  pig  is  in  his  warehouse, 
in  his  poke,  so  he  buys  it  sight  unseen  to 
the  Government,  sight  unseen  to  his 
competitor.  He  knows  what  he  is  get¬ 
ting.  Where  he  once  got  a  rebate,  now 
he  would  get  a  discount.  We  would  still 
have  to  sign  the  check.  Now  he  would 
come  in  and  get  his  discount.  We  sign 
the  check  to  restore  impairment  to  the 
Commodity  Credit  Corporation. 

Let  us  see  what  is  involved  here.  I  do 
not  want  to  get  excited  about  this,  but 
it  is  quite  hard  not  to  in  view  of  some 
of  the  statements  that  have  been  made 
about  me  personally.  Goodness  knows, 
somebody  had  better  start  trying  to  run 
something.  Our  Committee  on  Agricul¬ 
ture  sent  a  resolution  down  to  the  De¬ 
partment.  Let  me  read  what  it  said: 

Whereas  the  House  Committee  on  Agricul¬ 
ture  has  had  under  consideration  for  the 
past  several  months  questions  relating  to  the 
reclassing  and  sale  of  cotton  owned  by  the 
Commodity  Credit  Corporation;  and 

Whereas  the  views  of  cotton  producer,  cot¬ 
ton  users,  and  the  cotton  trade  generally 
appear  to  be  virtually  unanimous  that  CCC 
cotton  should  be  reclassed  at  the  time  of 
sale. 

We  do  not  do  that.  We  do  not  even 
try  to  prevent  reclassing  at  the  time  of 
sale  if  that  is  possible. 

The  producers,  the  users,  and  the  trade 
generally  are  mentioned,  as  having 
agreed,  but  the  taxpayer  is  not  men¬ 
tioned. 
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I  am  afraid  what  is  wrong  with  this 
now  is  that  we  have  a  national  farm 
program  whereby  we  divide  up  these 
apples  and  give  everybody  in  the  deal  a 
part  of  it.  In  this  bill  here  today  our 
committee  has  had  to  sign  checks  for 
about  $4  billion.  We  had  to  pay  back 
what  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation 
has  paid  out.  Actually  the  producers 
are  not  opposed  to  our  position.  Let  me 
quote  them.  The  North  Carolina  Cotton 
Promotion  Association,  Inc.,  on  March 
29,  1960,  sent  this  telegram  to  Secretary 
Benson.  I  quote: 

North  Carolina  cotton  producers  urge  1960 
regulations  on  reclass  of  CCC  stocks  of  cot¬ 
ton  reflect  fairest  price  to  farmers  in  opera¬ 
tion.  It  is  strongly  recommended  these 
regulations  be  framed  to  prohibit  rebating 
purchasers  following  final  sale. 

Let  me  quote  the  message  of  the  Ten¬ 
nessee  Agricultural  Council: 

Following  wire  sent  today  to  Agriculture 
Secretary  Benson:  ‘‘Due  your  current  con¬ 
sideration  involving  reclass  of  CCC  cotton 
stocks  we  wish  to  reaffirm  our  previously 
expressed  opposition  to  reclass  except  where 
determined  to  be  necessary  by  USDA  and 
then  only  before  being  offered  for  sale.’’ 

j  So  everybody  will  have  fair  treatment. 

Then  I  quote  the  Louisiana  Delta 
Council,  which  sent  this  telegram  to 
Secretary  Benson: 

In  view  of  continued  discussion  of  reclass¬ 
ing  CCC  cotton  stocks,  we  would  like  to 
restate  position  of  this  and  other  organiza¬ 
tions  affiliated  with  the  American  Cotton 
Producer  Associates:  “Continue  prohibition 
against  reclassing  of  CCC  stocks  after  sale.’’ 

Mr.  Chairman,  somebody  is  being 
taken  when  it  is  said  the  farmers  are  for 
the  huge  sums  being  paid  to  the  cotton 
traders  which  are  charged  to  them. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  apologize  for  being 
excited  about  this  matter  but  it  was 
pretty  hard  to  take  a  while  ago  to  be 
accused  of  threatening  anybody.  I  do 
not  believe  anybody  who  has  known  me 
in  my  19  years  of  Congress  would  say 
that  I  have  ever  resorted  to  a  threat. 

If  you  vote  for  this  amendment,  it  is 
not  going  to  change  my  feeling  toward 
you.  I  will  have  done  my  best.  I  do 
say,  if  you  vote  for  this  amendment,  you 
are  continuing  to  give  an  unfair  ad¬ 
vantage  to  the  big  American  interna¬ 
tional  cotton  interests  who  have  ware¬ 
houses  and  who  have  this  cotton  in  their 
own  warehouses.  Again  our  committee 
urges  the  Department  to  reclassify  cot¬ 
ton  where  it  finds  it  necessary.  Reclass 
it  if  need  be  and  lay  it  on  the  counter 
and  give  every  bidder  an  equal  chance, 
and  thereby  protect  the  Government’s 
investment.  What  is  wrong  with  that? 
Read  our  limitation  again.  It  says  only 
that  the  cotton  cannot  be  reclassed  after 
the  time  of  sale.  You  cannot  sell  it  to 
somebody,  and  after  it  is  the  buyer’s 
cotton  go  out  and  reclass  it  and  give  him 
a  discount  as  they  would  now,  or  a  re¬ 
bate  as  they  formerly  did.  My  friends, 
if  ever  there  was  a  time  in  history,  if 
you  are  interested  in  American  agricul¬ 
ture,  now  is  the  time  to  begin  to  protect 
the  assets  of  the  Commodity  Credit 
Corporation.  If  you  do  not  find  some 
way  to  do  it,  it  is  not  only  the  cotton 
trade  that  will  go  down  but  the  cotton 
farmers  as  well.  We  have  brought  to 
you  our  honest  and  sincere  judgment 


with  respect  to  this  matter.  We  are 
asking  for  fair  treatment  to  every  bidder 
and  buyer.  Let  all  cotton  be  reclassified. ' 
Lay  it  on  the  counter.  Give  them  all  a 
chance.  We  do  not  believe  in  this  extra 
advantage — it  cost  us  $166  million  since 
1956.  Again  I  ask  you  to  think  this  mat¬ 
ter  over  carefully.  In  this  meeting  that 
they  talk  about,  we  asked  whether  these 
buyers  who  would  get  a  reclassification 
and  a  discount  would  sell  the  cotton  in 
the  world  markets  and  in  world  trade  at 
the  new  rate.  They  said,  “Oh,  no.”  We 
asked  them  if  they  would  show  us  their 
books  because  they  said  that  they  lost 
money.  There  again,  they  said,  “Oh, 
no.”  They  claimed  they  wanted  a  re¬ 
classification  at  the  time  of  sale.  We 
authorize  that  in  the  bill. 

Mr.  POAGS.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Texas. 

Mr.  POAGE.  Does  the  gentleman 
mean  to  say  he  contends  it  would  be  all 
right  to  reclass  at  the  time  of  sale — and 
that  is  all  we  are  proposing? 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Certainly. 

Mr.  POAGE.  If  the  gentleman  means 
that  a  reclass  is  made  when  these  peo¬ 
ple  bid — and  they  bid  on  the  catalog  and 
they  have  the  bales  delivered  to  them — 
if  the  bales  are  to  be  reclassed  when 
they  are  delivered,  I  do  not  think  there 
is  any  difference  of  opinion  between  us. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  My  friend  shifted 
words  on  me. 

Mr.  POAGS.  Is  not  that  at  the  time 
of  sale? 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  You  say,  “Delivered” 
and  I  say  again  if  there  is  to  be  a  re¬ 
classification,  do  not  let  the  fellow  who 
buys  the  cotton  that  is  in  his  warehouse 
who  can  know  what  he  has  and  then 
reclass  the  cotton  after  it  is  delivered 
to  him — which  means  you  just  give  him 
the  warehouse  receipt  and  the  cotton 
stays  in  his  warehouse. 

Mr.  POAGE.  When  do  you  want  the 
reclassification? 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Prior  to  the  sale. 

Mr.  POAGE.  Prior  to  the  sale — that 
is  the  point. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Here  is  the  point — 
there  is  no  such  thing  as  a  reclass  at 
the  time  of  sale  or  so  I  am  advised.  It 
has  to  be  before  or  after.  All  the  wires 
and  telegrams  that  I  received  were  to 
the  effect  that  they  wanted  the  reclas¬ 
sification  at  the  time  of  sale.  But,  when 
you  analyze  it,  there  is  no  such  thing. 
The  reclassification  is  made  either  be¬ 
fore  it  is  offered  for  sale  or  after  it  is 
sold  to  somebody  and  it  has  been  reclas¬ 
sified  after  he  has  made  a  firm  sale. 
We  say — do  it  in  advance  and  give  every¬ 
body  an  equal  opportunity  and  let  us 
stop  this  unfair  practice  which  is  cost¬ 
ing  us  $166  million  per  year. 

Mr.  GATHINGS.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Arkansas. 

Mr.  GATHINGS.  I  understand  that 
you  want  to  reclass  all  the  cotton  In 
the  CCC  stocks;  is  that  it? 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  I  want  the  CCC  to 
make  its  own  determination. 

Mr.  GATHINGS.  You  would  want  to 
reclass  the  cotton  before  sale  and  not 
after  the  sale? 
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Mr.  WHITTEN.  Certainly. 

Mr.  GATHINGS.  In  other  words,  you 
want  to  reclassify  the  cotton  before  sale. 
As  a  matter  of  fact,  there  will  not  be  too 
much  cotton  moving  out  of  the  Com¬ 
modity  Credit  Corporation  because  in 
1960,  because  of  the  fact  they  have  that 
115-percent  support  level  on  B  cotton, 
it  has  to  come  out  of  the  115  percent 
above  the  suppoi*t  level  of  B  cotton,  and 
there  will  not  be  too  much  cotton  moving 
out.  If  you  are  going  to  spend  millions 
and  millions  of  dollars  here  reclassifying 
all  these  stocks  of  cotton  and  then  if  only 
a  little  cotton  is  sold,  and  6  months  later 
you  have  to  reclassify  the  stocks  again 
and  6  months  later  you  have  to  reclassify 
it  again - 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  am 
sorry  I  cannot  yield  further  to  my  col¬ 
league.  I  can  understand  that  where 
$166  million  in  rebates  are  concerned, 
they  will  fight  very,  very  hard  to  get  that 
right  back  whether  it  is  in  the  form  of 
discounts  or  otherwise.  May  I  say  this — 
the  cost  of  reclassifying  cotton  is  peanuts 
as  against  $166  million.  Not  only  that 
but  the  Department  says,  if  we  reclass 
it  we  can  include  those  charges  in  our 
selling  price.  They  testified  that  they 
can  pass  it  on.  Let  me  say  again,  if  you 
do  have  to  reclass  every  6  months,  do  not 
reclass  at  all.  But,  if  so,  then  let  us  treat 
everybody  alike,  including  the  taxpayers. 

Mr.  GROSS.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  I  yield. 

Mr.  GROSS.  How  about  com  and 
wheat  and  rice  that  the  farmers  sell? 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  If  you  are  going-  to 
vote  for  this  amendment,  you  ought  to 
change  your  method  of  selling  wheat  and 
corn.  You  have  not  had  this  benefit.  If 
these  big  cotton  firms  take  this  on,  you 
can  rest  assured  that  these  other  big 
merchants  in  corn  and  rice  and  wheat 
will  take  it  on.  We  cannot  stand  it.  We 
are  just  about  bankrupt.  I  hope  you 
will  vote  down  this  amendment  which 
will  provide  millions  in  discount  or  re¬ 
bates,  charged  up  to  the  farmers. 

Most  Members  seem  not  to  realize  that 
we  are  about  to  lose  a  farm  program  be¬ 
cause  of  payments  to  nonfarmers,  who 
advocate  abolishing  the  price  support 
system. 

Mr.  JONES  of  Missouri.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  I  move  to  strike  out  the  last  word. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  feel  sorry  for  those 
who  do  not  understand  this  any  more 
than  I  do,  and  I  have  had  some  experi¬ 
ence  with  it.  I  am  going  to  try  to  make 
two  or  three  statements  which  I  hope 
will  be  helpful. 

In  the  first  place,  when  this  cotton  is 
originally  graded,  it  is  classed  by  hun¬ 
dreds  of  people  employed  by  the  U.S. 
Government.  During  the  cotton  season 
there  are  many  people  who  perhaps  are 
not  as  well  trained  in  the  grading  of 
cotton  as  they  should  be.  It  goes  into  the 
loan  as  being  of  a  certain  grade,  staple, 
or  whatever  it  is.  Then,  when  we  get 
ready  to  have  a  sale  of  cotton,  the  people 
make  a  bid,  and  they  are  bidding  on  a 
certain  grade,  whether  it  is  1  inch  or 
whatever,  and  naturally  they  expect  to 
buy  the  grade  which  they  think  they 
are  buying.  As  a  matter  of  equity,  if  you 
go  into  a  store  and  say  you  want  to  buy 
a  particular  grade  of  a  product  and  you 
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pay  for  it  on  that  basis  and  you  get  home 
and  you  find  there  was  a  flaw  or  some¬ 
thing  in  there,  you  would  go  back  to  the 
merchant  and  show  him  the  flaw,  and  if 
he  did  not  make  you  a  refund  I  think 
you  would  have  just  cause  to  lose  con¬ 
fidence. 

What  has  happened  in  the  past  is  this: 
Under  the  CCC  sales  program,  when  a 
purchaser  bought  cotton  he  looked  it 
over.  When  he  found  that  some  of  the 
cotton  was  overclassed  he  made  demand 
for  a  refund,  but  if  he  found  that  some 
of  it  had  been  underclassed  and  he  got  a 
better  bargain,  he  did  not  say  anything 
about  it.  So  the  only  cotton  that  was 
reclassed  was  that  which  had  been  over¬ 
classed,  and  it  was  an  honest  mistake 
that  somebody  made.  Because  it  had 
been  overclassed,  a  refund  was  made. 

Now,  we  have  said  when  we  reclass 
this  cotton  we  are  not  going  to  accept 
the  obligation  to  reclass  only  that  which 
the  buyer  picks  out  but  it  will  all  be  re¬ 
classed,  and  then  if  some  of  it  has  been 
undergraded,  we  will  get  a  higher  price 
than  the  Government  had  made  a  loan 
on. 

Another  thing  I  think  we  should  bring 
out  is  the  fact  that  this  section  of  this 
bill,  whether  the  committee  admits  it  or 
not,  is  legislation  in  an  appropriations 
bill.  I  submit  to  you  that  if  we  are 
going  to  operate  under  our  system  of 
committees — I  do  not  say  that  every 
member  of  the  House  Committee  on  Ag¬ 
riculture  is  an  expert — I  know  I  am  not 
an  expert,  but  I  do  believe  that  if  I  put 
in  a  lot  of  time  and  try  to  inform  my¬ 
self,  on  things  that  pertain  to  the  agri¬ 
cultural  economy  that  are  referred  to  the 
Committee  on  Agriculture,  I  think  the 
decisions  on  policy  should  be  made  there. 
Because  there  might  be  a  difference  of 
opinion  between  the  Committee  on  Ap¬ 
propriations  or  the  individuals  on  that 
committee, — I  have  the  greatest  respect 
for  all  those  on  the  committee — the 
chairman,  Mr.  Marshall,  Mr.  Andersen, 
and  all  of  the  other  gentlemen  on  the 
committee.  I  do  not  doubt  their  sincer¬ 
ity  at  all.  But  I  do  say,  with  all  sincerity, 
that  I  think  the  Committee  on  Ap¬ 
propriations  has  encroached  upon  the 
duties  of  the  other  committees  of  Con¬ 
gress.  I  think  that  policy  is  growing 
too  much.  I  do  not  think  that  could 
have  been  sustained  on  a  point  of  order, 
but  I  think  anyone  reading  this  section 
will  admit  that  it  is  legislation. 

They  are  legislating  in  this  appropri¬ 
ation  bill,  which  is  contrary  to  the  rules 
of  the  House. 

Another  statement  has  been  made 
here  which  I  think  has  been  misleading 
and  confusing,  and  I  want  the  chairman 
of  the  committee  to  pay  particular  atten¬ 
tion  to  this.  The  officials  of  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Agriculture  when  they  were  be¬ 
fore  our  committee  when  we  were  con¬ 
sidering  this  and  before  eur  committee 
adopted  unanimously  a  resolution  ask¬ 
ing  the  Department  of  Agriculture  to  re¬ 
instate  this  practice  of  reclassification, 
we  asked  about  other  commodities;  and 
I  think  I  am  correct  when  I  say  that  if 
I  as  a  purchaser  go  to  the  Department 
of  Agriculture  and  buy  10,000  bushels  of 
wheat  supposed  to  be  of  a  certain  grade, 
make  the  purchase  on  that  grade,  but 


when  the  wheat  is  delivered  to  me  it 
grades  lower,  that  I  do  not  pay  the 
amount  I  originally  agreed;  I  pay  the 
amount  based  upon  the  class  of  wheat 
at  the  time  of  delivery.  I  ask  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Mississippi  [Mr.  Whitten] 
if  that  is  correct?  The  gentleman  made 
a  statement  a  minute  ago.  Can  he  not 
answer  my  question? 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Missouri  has  expired. 

(By  unanimous  consent  Mr.  Jones  of 
Missouri  was  allowed  to  proceed  for  5 
additional  minutes.) 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  May  I  say  to  the 
gentleman  from  Missouri  I  join  with  the 
gentleman  from  Minnesota.  I  was  quot¬ 
ing  him.  I  was  also  speaking  my  own 
understanding  of  the  matter,  but  I  am 
not  an  expert  on  that. 

Mr.  JONES  of  Missouri.  Let  me  re¬ 
phrase  my  question.  I  do  not  want  to 
be  misleading.  The  chairman  has  made 
a  statement  here.  He  is  a  good  friend 
of  mine  and  much  as  I  admire  him  on 
many  things  I  think  sometimes  he,  like 
the  rest  of  us,  gets  a  little  confused. 

As  a  matter  of  equity,  would  it  be  fair 
for  the  purchaser  to  pay  the  price  for 
the  commodity  at  the  time  he  was  buy¬ 
ing  or  to  pay  the  price  for  the  commod¬ 
ity  at  the  time  it  was  delivered.  Which 
would  be  fair? 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  May  I  answer  that  in 
my  own  way? 

Mr.  JONES  of  Missouri.  Yes. 

Mi-.  WHITTEN.  Classifying  is  an  art, 
not  a  science.  The  same  classifier  will 
class  the  same  bale  one  way  one  day  and 
another  way  another  day. 

Mr.  JONES  of  Missouri.  The  gentle¬ 
man  is  evading  the  question.  I  am  not 
going  to  yield  further.  I  asked  a 
straight  question.  Is  it  or  is  it  not?  Is 
it  right  or  is  it  wrong?  And  the  answer 
can  be  yes  or  no,  or  right  or  wrong. 
You  are  trying  to  get  in  an  argument 
about  the  art  of  classifying  cotton.  That 
is  not  the  question.  The  question  is  one 
of  fact;  Should  a  man  pay  for  something 
he  does  not  get? 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  He  bought  cotton  of 
a  certain  class  that  is  offered  in  the  cata¬ 
log.  This  is  from  the  stock.  There  is 
no  guarantee  by  the  catalog  that  they 
will  deliver  that.  There  is  a  need  to 
reclass  cotton,  but  the  catalog  does  not 
guarantee  that,  on  the  day  you  get  it,  it 
will  be  that.  It  is  listed  in  the  catalog, 
showing  the  day  it  was  classed.  That 
governs. 

Mr.  JONES  of  Missouri.  I  wish  to 
yield  now  to  the  gentleman  from  Minne¬ 
sota  to  answer  the  question  about  wheat 
and  corn. 

Mr.  MARSHALL.  The  gentleman 
from  Missouri  asks  me  a  question  con¬ 
cerning  statements  I  made  relative  to 
the  grading  of  wheat  and  corn? 

Mr.  JONES  of  Missouri.  Yes. 

Mr.  MARSHALL.  I  will  say  to  the 
gentleman  that  the  buyer  of  stocks  from 
the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  buys 
those  on  the  basis  of  the  grade;  he  pays 
for  it  on  the  basis  of  that  grade,  and 
they  are  accepted  on  a  basis  of  that 
grade.  If  they  grade  at  a  lower  grade  in 
his  estimation  he  can  ask  for  an  appeal 
of  that  grade,  but  it  does  not  usually 
affect  the  price  which  he  pays  for  that 
commodity. 
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Mr.  JONES  of  Missouri.  What  does 
he  appeal  to? 

Mr.  MARSHALL.  He  appeals  to  the 
Federal  Grading  Authority. 

Mr.  JONES  of  Missouri.  And  then  if 
it  is  graded  lower  does  he  get  a  refund? 

Mr.  MARSHALL.  No. 

Mr.  JONES  of  Missouri.  What  does 
he  get  to  make  up  for  it? 

Mr.  MARSHALL.  I  do  not  know  of 
any  instance  on  record  for  cotton  where 
a  rebate  has  been  made  for  change  of 
grade. 

Mr.  JONES  of  Missouri.  Do  they  give 
him  more  wheat  for  it?  Do  they  give 
him  something?  My  point  is  this:  If 

1  buy  wheat  and  it  turns  out  to  be  a 
lower  grade  than  I  paid  for,  does  the 
gentleman  mean  I  do  not  get  a  refund? 

Mr.  MARSHALL.  You  do  not. 

Mr.  JONES  of  Missouri.  Why  does  a 
person  appeal  from  a  grade  then?  That 
is  what  I  want  to  know;  what  does  he  get 
on  an  appeal? 

Mr.  MARSHALL.  Attempts  have  been 
made  to  re-collect  on  that  basis.  To  my 
knowledge  they  have  not  been  able  to 
do  so. 

Mr.  JONES  of  Missouri.  If  you  have 
corn  that  has  molded,  it  might  be  taken 
in  as  No.  2  corn.  If  it  has  deteriorated 
in  a  bin  it  is  not  going  to  be  sold  except 
as  such. 

Mr.  MARSHALL.  He  has  accepted 
the  grade  of  that  corn  on  the  basis  of 
purchase,  and  he  accepts  it  on  that  basis. 
That  corn  may  be  shipped  in  a  car  for 

2  weeks,  then  he  takes  an  appeal,  the 
grade  is  appealed,  and  the  grade  is  low¬ 
ered.  Can  the  Government  back  up  that 
kind  of  a  setup? 

Mr.  JONES  of  Missouri.  I  refuse  to 
yield  further.  Let  me  make  this  state¬ 
ment:  The  gentleman  has  said  that 
there  is  an  appeal.  I  leave  it  to  your 
reasonable  judgment.  If  there  is  a  pro¬ 
vision  for  appeal  and  there  is  no  provi¬ 
sion  for  a  refund  what  is  the  use  of  hav¬ 
ing  an  appeal?  Does  that  not  make 
sense? 

Another  thing.  Let  me  say  this :  I  am 
not  smart,  but  I  can  listen  sometimes. 
I  do  know  that  the  representatives  of  at 
least  two  divisions  of  the  Department  of 
Agriculture  have  appeared  before  our 
committee  this  past  week.  I  asked  them 
specifically  about  this  and  they  told  me 
unequivocally  that  in  the  case  of  wheat 
or  corn  or  grain  if  the  Government  made 
a  sale  and  that  wheat,  corn,  or  grain  did 
not  measure  up  to  the  standards  that 
the  purchaser  was  paying  for,  there  was 
a  refund. 

I  make  that  statement  unequivocally. 

(Mr.  JONES  of  Missouri  asked  and 
was  given  permission  to  revise  and  ex¬ 
tend  his  remarks.) 

Mr.  SANTANGELO.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
rise  in  opposition  to  the  pending  amend¬ 
ment. 

(Mr.  SANTANGELO  asked  and  was 
given  permission  to  revise  and  extend 
his  remarks.) 

Mr.  SANTANGELO.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
direct  my  attention  to  representatives  of 
the  city  who  perhaps  have  been  as  con¬ 
fused  as  I  have  been  in  the  past.  If  this 
amendment  is  adopted  it  will  be  one  of 
the  greatest  boondoggles  and  giveaways 
that  this  Congress  has  ever  made.  We 
have  seen  the  extent  and  the  enormity  of 
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it  to  the  tune  of  $166  million-plus.  There 
have  been  some  conversations  by  the 
gentleman  from  Louisiana  and  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Alabama  that  it  is  unfair 
for  these  people  to  get  a  lesser  classifi¬ 
cation  or  lower  grade  than  they  bar¬ 
gained  for.  That  is  not  the  case,  how¬ 
ever.  They  know  what  they  are  getting 
because  the  representation  to  them  is 
that  it  is  a  certain  class  on  a  particular 
date.  Many  of  the  people  who  are  buy¬ 
ing  these  commodities  are  warehouse¬ 
men  who  have  the  cotton  in  their  ware¬ 
houses  and  they  know  the  condition,  they 
know  the  true  classification. 

Lot  us  see  what  the  Assistant  Secre¬ 
tary  of  Agriculture,  Mr.  McLain  has  to 
say.  On  page  456  of  the  hearings,  part  3, 
a  question  was  asked  by  Mr.  Whitten: 

Do  you  just  say  that  it  is  what  you  classed 
it  on  that  day  it  appears  in  the  catalog? 

Mr.  McLain.  We  just  say  “This  is  what  it 
Was  the  day  it  was  classed.” 

Mr.  Whitten.  So  there  is  no  misrepresen¬ 
tation  to  the  buyer,  is  there? 

Mr.  McLain.  In  that  sense,  no. 

There  is  no  representation.  They 
know  the  custom  is  they  are  buying  it  on 
the  date  it  is  classified.  There  may  be 
a  change,  but  in  the  past  they  have  come 
in  and  asked  for  a  rebate  and  now  it  is  a 
discount,  and  that  has  cost  the  Govern¬ 
ment,  through  the  Commodity  Credit 
Corporation,  $166  million. 

If  you  continue  this  type  of  practice, 
the  city  folks  will  say,  “Well,  a  plague 
on  both  your  houses,”  and  it  will  destroy 
the  farm  program.  The  farmers  will  be 
in  another  terrible  fix. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  SANTANGELO.  I  yield  to  the 
gentleman  from  North  Carolina. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  May  I  say  to  the  gen¬ 
tleman  that  our  committee  has  made  no 
such  proposal.  Our  recommendation 
was  to  the  effect  that  the  procedure 
should  not  involve  rebates  to  purchasers. 
We  abhor  that  $166  million  rebate  just 
as  much  as  your  committee  does,  but 
what  we  are  saying  is  that  a  man  should 
not  be  forced  to  buy  a  pig  in  a  sack. 

Mr.  SANTANGELO.  The  gentleman 
knows  and  the  trade  knows  that  they  buy 
it  as  it  is  classified,  and  if  you  will  look 
at  page  458,  you  will  find  out  the  num¬ 
ber  of  warehousemen  who  have  the  cot¬ 
ton  stored  in  their  warehouses,  and  they 
know  what  it  is.  They  are  not  being 
deceived  or  fooled. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  You  are  talking  about 
something  that  is  water  over  the  mill. 
Let  me  read  a  statement,  and  this  is 
important.  This  is  language  of  Mr. 
McLain : 

I  have  been  pretty  close  to  the  grain 
business  all  my  life  and  know  that  all  grain 
is  bought  and  sold  on  the  basis  of  what  it 
is  the  day  that  you  buy  and  sell  it. 

Mr.  SANTANGELO.  Apparently  he  is 
telling  the  legislative  committee  one 
thing  and  then  telling  the  Committee  on 
Appropriations  another  thing.  I  trust 
this  amendment  will  fail. 

Mr.  JONES  of  Missouri.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  SANTANGELO.  I  yield  to  the 
gentleman  from  Missouri. 

Mr.  JONES  of  Missouri.  One  short 
question.  I  am  asking  this  in  all  sin¬ 


cerity.  Does  the  gentleman  believe  that 
the  recommendation  made  by  the  House 
Committee  on  Agriculture  that  the  De¬ 
partment  adopt  a  certain  procedure,  or 
to  put  it  in  another  way,  do  you  think 
that  we  are  asking  them  to  go  back  and 
do  exactly  as  they  did,  say,  2  years  ago? 

Mr.  SANTANGELO.  The  gentleman 
from  North  Carolina  answered  that  ques¬ 
tion.  He  said  you  are  asking  not  to  go 
back.  That  is  the  answer  to  your  ques¬ 
tion.  But,  what  we  are  saying,  it  should 
be  classified  before  it  is  sold  so  that  they 
will  be  protected  more  than  they  have 
been  protected  in  the  past,  but  they 
know  that  up  to  this  point  they  are  buy¬ 
ing  the  thing  as  it  was  classified  when  it 
is  in  the  catalog. 

Mr.  JONES  of  Missouri.  Do  you  not 
think  we  have  made  some  provision  in 
there  to  protect  against  the  very  thing 
that  you  are  saying  and  we  are  not  re¬ 
verting  to  the  past  practices  but  asking 
for  equity? 

Mr.  SANTANGELO.  We  are  asking 
that  the  farmer  be  protected  and  also 
the  purchaser:  that  the  cotton  not  be 
classified  after  sale,  with  none  of  these 
rebates  or  discounts,  which  is  discredit¬ 
ing  this  farm  program. 

Mr.  NATCHER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
move  to  strike  out  the  last  word. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Georgia  [Mr.  Pilcher]. 

[Mr.  PILCHER  addressed  the  Com¬ 
mittee.  His  remarks  will  appear  here¬ 
after  in  the  Appendix.] 

Mr.  ABERNETHY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
move  to  strike  out  the  last  word. 

(Mr.  ABERNETHY  asked  and  was 
given  permission  to  proceed  for  5  addi¬ 
tional  minutes  and  to  revise  and  extend 
his  remarks.) 

Mr.  ABERNETHY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
come  from  a  cotton  growing  district 
made  up  of  very  small  cotton  farmers. 
I  believe  I  represent  in  the  State  of 
Mississippi  more  cotton  farmers — not 
more  cotton  acres,  but  more  cotton 
farmers  than  any  other  Member  from 
our  delegation. 

I  am  not  in  the  slightest  affiliated  with 
nor  interested  in  international  cotton 
shippers,  cotton  merchants  or  any  of  the 
so-called  big-business  cotton  people. 
However,  my  philosophy  of  government 
is  such,  it  has  been  and  always  will  be, 
that  I  believe  my  Government  ought  to 
deal  rightly  and  fairly  with  all  people, 
irrespective  of  their  size  or  whomever 
they  happen  to  be.  It  is  my  feeling  that 
American  citizens  should  all  have  equit¬ 
able  treatment  at  the  hands  of  their 
government.  It  is  with  that  philosophy, 
and  that  view  that  I  address  myself  to 
this  amendment,  that  I  support  it  and 
beg  you  to  support  it.  I  believe  it  is 
right.  I  believe  it  is  fair;  and  I  believe 
it  is  in  the  interest  of  the  cotton  indus¬ 
try,  particularly  the  cotton  farmers  of 
my  congressional  district. 

I  have  the  highest  regard  for  my  col¬ 
league  from  Mississippi,  an  able  mem¬ 
ber  of  my  delegation,  and  an  able  and 
effective  Member  of  this  House.  I  con¬ 
cede  to  him  that  he  was  motivated  by  the 
highest  of  principles  when  he  included 
the  language  in  this  bill  which  we  pro¬ 
pose  to  strike.  It  just  happens  that  my 
committee,  all  34  members  thereof,  com¬ 
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pletely  disagree  with  him  and  his  col¬ 
leagues  on  the  Appropriations  Commit¬ 
tee. 

What  are  we  asking  this  House  to  do? 
We  are  asking  you  to  permit  the  estab¬ 
lishment  of  a  program  for  the  disposal 
of  Commodity  Credit  cotton  in  identi¬ 
cally  the  same  manner  that  it  disposes 
of  other  commodities  to  which  it  has 
taken  title.  What  we  seek  is  to  bring 
the  cotton  disposal  program  in  line  with 
the  disposal  of  wheat,  corn,  feed  grains 
and  all  other  commodity  stocks.  We  are 
asking  that  the  Department  apply  the 
same  rules  and  the  same  regulations  to 
all  commodities  alike,  which  rules  and 
regulations  we  firmly  believe  to  be  sound 
and  equitable  and  which  we  also  believe 
will  be  in  the  best  interest  of  our  farm¬ 
ers.  We  do  not  seek  special  privileges 
for  anyone.  In  fact,  these  are  things 
which  we  protest  and  abhor.  We  would 
not  under  any  circumstances  be  a  party 
to  such. 

With  all  deference  to  those  who  have 
contended  to  the  contrary,  I  can  assure 
you  that  if  you  go  to  the  Commodity 
Credit  Corporation  and  purchase  wheat 
or  corn  of  a  certain  quality  and  a  cer¬ 
tain  grade,  if  the  Corporation  does  not 
deliver  to  you  the  quality  or  grade  which 
you  purchased,  then  you  are  entitled  to 
and  you  will  receive  an  adjustment.  As 
my  colleague  from  Missouri  [Mr.  Jones] 
pointed  out  a  few  minutes  ago,  there  is  a 
systematic  means  of  appeal  made  avail¬ 
able  for  that  specific  purpose.  The  Gov¬ 
ernment  is  bound  to  make  good  on  its 
representations.  The  only  sort  of  Gov¬ 
ernment  which  refuses  to  make  good  on 
those  conditions  is  found  behind  the 
Iron  Curtain. 

How  does  the  proposal  which  we  sup¬ 
port  function  with  reference  to  cotton? 
The  cotton  is  cataloged  according  to 
staple  and  grade.  It  is  offered  for  sale 
according  to  staples  and  grades.  When 
a  purchaser  orders  from  that  catalog 
he  is  entitled  to  have  delivered  not  only 
the  quantity  ordered  but  also  the  cotton 
of  the  staple  and  grade  which  he  ordered. 

Let  us  compare  the  situation  to  that 
of  a  wholesale  hardware  house  which 
lists  items  for  sale  according  to  quality 
and  grade  in  its  catalog.  Therein  you 
will  find  listed  certain  sizes  and  grades 
of  pipe.  Let  us  say  that  from  the  cata¬ 
log  you  ordered  6-inch  pipe.  They 
shipped  it  to  you  but  when  it  is  delivered 
you  find  it  is  8-inch  pipe.  If  the  de¬ 
livery  happens  to  be  of  a  better  grade 
as  in  this  case  and  a  .higher  priced  pipe 
than  that  which  you  ordered,  then  you 
should  pay  the  difference,  that  is,  if  you 
keep  it.  That  is  what  we  propose  in  the 
amendment  we  offer  here  today.  If  it 
is  of  a  cheaper  grade,  such  as  4 -inch 
pipe,  then  you  are  entitled  to  a  credit, 
that  is,  if  you  retain  it.  That  is  exactly 
what  we  support  here  today  with  regard 
to  the  disposition  of  Government  stocks 
of  cotton.  If  you  order  from  the  Gov¬ 
ernment’s  catalog  a  particular  bale  of 
cotton  which  you  cannot  see  (and  you 
cannot  see  it  because  the  stocks  are 
stacked  in  warehouses,  four,  six,  or  eight 
bales  in  height,  spread  over  an  area  of 
acres  and  acres),  then  you  are  entitled 
to  have  delivered  exactly  the  quality 
which  you  ordered. 
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If  it  is  found  upon  delivery  that  the 
purchaser  has  received  a  higher  quality 
cotton  than  that  which  he  ordered,  then 
our  amendment  requires  him  to  pay  for 
it,  in  full.  If  the  delivered  order  is  found 
to  be  of  a  poorer  quality  then  the  pur¬ 
chaser  is  required  to  pay  only  for  that 
which  he  received. 

This  is  exactly  what  the  Department 
of  Agriculture  is  proposing  in  its  disposal 
program.  Certainly  the  equity  of  it  can¬ 
not  be  challenged.  And  we  of  the  legis¬ 
lative  committee  support  it  because  it  is 
equitable.  I  have  never  found  that  we 
got  in  trouble  when  we  deal  rightly  and 
fairly  with  our  people. 

There  may  be  some  in  our  country — ■ 
and  unfortunately  there  are  a  few — 
who  offer  to  sell  goods  of  a  certain  qual¬ 
ity  and  then  deliver  goods  of  a  poorer 
quality.  In  some  instances  they  get  by 
with  it.  But  that  does  not  make  it  right. 

Do  you  think  your  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment  should  be  permitted  to  do  that? 
Do  you  think  it  is  right?  Do  you  think 
it  is  fair?  Do  you  think  it  has  merit? 
Is  it  the  sort  of  example  you  would  have 
your  Government  establish?  Or  be  a 
party  to?  Are  you  going  to  force  the  es¬ 
tablishment  of  a  sales  program  which 
would  deny  the  great  Government  of  the 
United  States  of  America  the  privilege 
of  making  restitution  for  its  mistakes? 
Or  will  you  require  our  Government  to 
live  up  to  the  same  principles  that  we 
expect  of  ourselves  as  citizens?  Actually 
this  issue  is  just  that  simple. 

Mr.  Chairman,  much  has  been  said 
about  this  $166  million  refund.  What  is 
the  truth  about  it?  These  refunds  were 
made  possible  under  another  program, 
under  another  set  of  rules.  We  do  not 
approve  that  program  or  system,  either. 
We  do  not  seek  its  reinstatement  as  has 
been  inferred.  We  agree  it  was  wrong, 
and  we  congratulate  our  colleagues  on 
the  Committee  on  Appropriations  for 
complaining  about  it.  We  salute  them 
for  uprooting  and  putting  a  stop  to  it. 
We  think  they  rendered  a  fine  service  to 
our  Government  and  also  to  our  farm 
people.  All  of  us  stand  foursquare  on 
that  point. 

Under  the  old  program,  these  mer¬ 
chants  bought  cotton  from  the  Com¬ 
modity  Credit  Corporation.  On  delivery 
they  picked  out  the  good  bales  and  said, 
“Oh,  we  have  a  premium  here  so  we  are 
not  going  to  ask  that  these  higher  quality 
bales  be  reclassed.  We  will  just  retain 
these.”  But  some  of  the  cotton  delivered 
was  not  up  to  the  quality  of  that  which 
they  purchased.  So,  they  sought  and  re¬ 
gained  a  reclass  of  this  particular  cotton. 
Thus  the  rebates  of  $166  million. 

That  program  was  a  mistake.  We 
fully  agree  with  that.  Such  should  never 
have  been  permitted.  The  administra¬ 
tors  of  the  program  made  a  mistake  and 
a  bad  one.  They  are  not  proposing  to 
return  to  such  a  disposal  program  and 
we  would  not  condone  or  tolerate  it  if 
they  did. 

We  have  now  recommended  to  the  de¬ 
partment  that  it  put  into  effect  a  dis¬ 
posal  program  which  has  been  endorsed 
from  one  end  of  the  cotton  belt  to  the 
other — the  cotton  fanners,  the  cotton 
trade  and  everybody  that  I  know  of — 
including  the  American  Farm  Bureau 


Federation  which  is  the  largest  farm  or¬ 
ganization  in  America. 

We  are  seeking  the  institution  of  a 
program  which  will  require  the  entire 
delivery  to  be  reclassed,  not  just  a  part 
but  all  of  it.  If  the  grade  delivered  is 
better  than  that  which  the  purchaser  bid 
for,  then  he  will  be  required  to  pay  for 
the  better  grade;  if  it  is  of  a  lower  grade 
then  he  will  be  required  to  pay  only  for 
the  lower  grade.  Is  that  not  right?  Is 
that  not  what  should  be  done? 

Now,  my  friends  on  the  Appropriations 
Committee  themselves  say  they  do  not 
object  to  a  reclass.  In  fact,  they  recom¬ 
mend  it.  But  they  say  reclass  all  of  the 
Federal  stocks  before  every  sale.  Noth¬ 
ing  could  be  more  costly  or  impossible. 

I  think  I  can  straighten  you  out  on 
that.  Do  you  know  how  many  bales  of 
cotton  there  are  in  storage  today?  I 
understand  that  there  are  about  8  mil¬ 
lion  now  stored  in  Commodity  Credit 
Corporation  stocks. 

Do  you  know  how  often  they  have 
these  sales?  As  often  as  once  a  week, 
several  sales  each  month. 

Are  you  going  to  require  the  Govern¬ 
ment  to  spend  69.7  cents  a  bale — which 
is  the  approximate  cost — to  reclass 
every  bale  when  we  know  only  a  small 
portion  will  be  sold?  And  then  follow 
this  up,  week  after  week,  sale  after 
sale?  It  would  cost  better  than  $5  mil¬ 
lion  to  reclass  every  bale  right  now?  Is 
this  to  be  done  over  and  over  and  over 
before  each  sale?  Why  it  would  soon 
wreck  the  Commodity  Credit  Corpora¬ 
tion.  If  the  entire  stock  moved  out  on 
one  sale  the  proposal  would  have  merit. 
But  on  the  contrary  only  a  small  amount 
is  bid  off  at  each  sale. 

Of  course,  you  are  not  going  to  re¬ 
quire  such  as  that,  but  that  is  what  our 
friends  on  the  Appropriations  Committee 
have  contended  should  be  done.  It  is 
most  impracticable  and  too  costly.  We 
ask  that  they  reclass  only  the  amount 
which  was  purchased  by  the  merchant. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Mississippi  has  expired. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  gentleman 
from  Mississippi  may  proceed  for  5  addi¬ 
tional  minutes. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Without  objection, 
it  is  so  ordered. 

There  was  no  objection. 

Mr.  ABERNETHY.  I  thank  my  dis¬ 
tinguished  chairman.  We  ask  that  the 
reclassing  be  limited  to  only  that  which 
the  purchaser  bought. 

Who  is  going  to  pay  for  the  reclassing 
under  the  program  which  we,  on  the 
legislative  committee,  are  supporting? 
Would  the  Government  have  to  pay? 
No;  the  Government  would  not  pay  one 
dime  of  it.  But  that  is  what  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Appropriations  is  recommend¬ 
ing.  They  not  only  recommend  that  the 
Government  reclass  at  its  expense  the  en¬ 
tire  8  million  bales  of  cotton  before  the 
next  sale,  but  they  recommend  that  this 
be  the  practice  before  every  sale.  Mr. 
Chairman,  we  are  confident  they  just 
have  not  studied  this  matter  through. 
Under  the  program  which  we  of  the 
legislative  committee  support  and  which 
the  Department  has  announced,  this 
costly  expense  would  be  avoided 
completely,  and  the  cost  of  reclassing 
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all  purchases  will  be  paid  for  by  the 
purchaser. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  am  very  sorry  that 
this  hassle  has  taken  place  this  after¬ 
noon.  Maybe  it  is  not  quite  correct  to 
describe  it  as  a  hassle  because  I  recog¬ 
nize  the  sincerity  of  everyone  and  the 
existence  of  honest  differences  of  opin¬ 
ion.  I  concede  to  those  who  differ  with 
us  the  right  to  their  views  and  I  have 
no  doubt  but  that  they  concede  the  same 
to  us.  I  regret  that  the  issues  could  not 
have  been  fought  out  in  the  committee 
rooms.  As  for  our  committee  we  had 
no  knowledge  that  the  Appropriations 
Committee  would  tack  a  limitation  on  its 
bill  which  is  nothing  short  of  legislation 
and  actually  the  prerogative  of  the  legis¬ 
lative  committee.  Therefore,  we  would 
have  been  derelict  in  our  duty  and  re¬ 
sponsibility  if  we  had  not  met  the  issue 
head  on. 

Mr.  Chairman,  in  conclusion  I  want 
to  repeat,  all  we  are  asking  you  to  do  is 
to  require  the  Government  of  the  United 
States,  of  which  you  and  I  are  a  part  and 
an  arm  thereof,  to  live  up  to  its  repre¬ 
sentations  and  to  the  same  degree  of 
scrupulous  dealings  that  is  expected  of 
its  citizens. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Mississippi  [Mr.  Aber- 
nethy]  has  expired. 

Mr.  BOGGS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  in 
support  of  the  amendment. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  am  not  a  member  of 
the  Committee  on  Agriculture  nor  a 
member  of  the  Committee  on  Appropria¬ 
tions.  I  have  the  highest  affection  and 
the  most  profound  regard  for  both  the 
chairman  of  the  Committee  on  Agricul¬ 
ture  and  the  chairman  of  the  subcom¬ 
mittee  presiding  over  this  legislation.  If 
it  were  not  for  the  fact  that  the  office 
of  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation 
which  handles  this  program  is  located  in 
my  city,  and  if  it  were  not  for  the  fact 
that  many  millions  of  bales  of  this  cot¬ 
ton  move  through  the  port  which  I  repre¬ 
sent,  I  would  not  presume  on  this  body 
to  enter  into  this  debate.  But  in  view 
of  the  fact  that  this  is  the  case,  I  hope 
you  will  bear  with  me  for  just  a  few 
moments. 

I  was  much  interested  in  the  remarks 
of  my  good  friend  from  New  York  [Mr. 
Santangelo]  when  he  referred  to  the 
basic  difficulties  confronting  people  who 
represent  urban  districts  in  connection 
with  the  farm  program  generally.  It 
happens  that  I  represent  a  district  that 
is  almost  as  urban  as  that  represented  by 
the  gentleman  from  New  York.  I  would 
say  to  the  gentleman  and  to  the  chair¬ 
men  of  this  committee  and  the  Commit¬ 
tee  on  Agriculture  that  what  we  are  con¬ 
cerned  with  is  a  Pandora’s  box  of  a  pro¬ 
gram  which  has  turned  over  the  entire 
cotton  industry  to  the  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment. 

This  problem  being  discussed  would 
not  have  arisen  if  we  had  normal  chan¬ 
nels  of  trade  and  commerce  for  the  dis¬ 
position  of  cotton.  Formerly  the  pro¬ 
ducer,  the  trader,  the  merchant,  the  tex¬ 
tile  mill  all  did  business  across  the  table. 

Were  that  the  case  now  you  would 
not  have  this  ti'ouble.  But  the  truth  is 
the  Government  today  is  the  main  factor 
in  all  cotton  operations. 
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I  was  quite  amazed  last  year  to  learn 
that  on  a  day  when  for  the  first  time  in 
modem  history  no  cotton  moved  on  the 
New  Orleans  Cotton  Exchange,  on  that 
very  day  the  Community  Credit  Corpo¬ 
ration,  or  the  Government  of  the  United 
States,  sold  something  like  a  half  mil¬ 
lion  bales  of  cotton.  So  that  at  the  time 
when  the  merchants  and  exchanges,  and 
all  the  rest  of  them,  were  laying  off  per¬ 
sonnel  because  they  had  no  work  for 
them  to  do,  the  Commodity  Credit  Cor¬ 
poration  in  New  Orleans  was  putting  on 
hundreds  of  extra  people  to  handle  this 
program. 

So  that  if  there  ever  was  a  program — 
and  I  say  this  without  being  critical  of 
anyone — where  the  Government  has 
taken  over,  lock,  stock  and  barrel,  it  is 
the  cotton  program.  This  is  what  hap¬ 
pens  when  you  have  almost  complete 
Government  operation.  I  do  not  know 
what  the  solution  is.  I  do  not  pretend 
to  give  you  a  solution,  but  I  do  know  that 
we  have  opened  up  all  kinds  of  Pandora 
boxes.  And  I  know  that  the  amend¬ 
ment  of  the  gentleman  from  North 
Carolina  is  fair  and  necessary  if  the 
cotton  exchanges  could  function  we 
would  not  need  the  amendment  because 
the  Government  would  not  own  all  the 
cotton. 

I  heard  my  good  friend  the  gentleman 
from  Georgia  [Mr.  Pilcher],  who  sits 
on  the  Foreign  Affairs  Committee,  talk¬ 
ing  about  the  great  international  mer¬ 
chants;  and  I  have  heard  all  these  names 
thrown  around,  all  of  these  comments 
about  boondoggling,  and  so  on  and  so 
forth. 

I  am  not  too  much  influenced  by  them, 
for  all  of  you  knew  people  use  these  ad¬ 
jectives  to  discredit  or  credit  an  opera¬ 
tion  But  I  will  say  that  if  there  ever 
was  a  boondoggle  it  is  this  differential 
that  for  some  reason  or  other  we  have 
had  to  create  so  that  if  you  buy  cotton 
for  consumption  in  Japan  you  pay  6 
or  8  cents  less  than  you  do  for  cotton 
for  consumption  in  Georgia  or  in  North 
Carolina  or  in  South  Carolina.  We  have 
had  to  do  this,  we  are  told,  in  order  to 
get  this  cotton  into  channels  of  world 
trade.  The  so-called  international  mer¬ 
chants  are  the  ones  who  moved  about  6 
million  bales  of  it  this  year  under  this 
program.  This  comes  back  to  our  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Ways  and  Means,  because  the 
gentleman  from  Georgia  [Mr.  Davis] 
complains,  and  probably  with  some  jus¬ 
tification,  if  not  a  great  deal,  about  the 
discrimination  against  the  textile  in¬ 
dustry  in  the  United  States  as  a  result  of 
this  price  differential  for  foreign  textile 
mills. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Louisiana  has  expired. 

Mr.  BOGGS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  to  proceed  for  5 
additional  minutes. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Reserving  the  right 
to  object,  and  I  do  not  want  to,  I  would 
like  to  have  some  indication  about  how 
many  Members  wish  to  speak  on  this 
amendment.  I  ask  unanimous  consent 
that  this  amendment  and  all  amend¬ 
ments  thereto  close  in  30  minutes,  the 
last  5  being  reserved  to  the  Committee. 

Mr.  HIESTAND.  Mr.  Chairman,  if 


the  gentleman  will  yield,  I  would  like 
10  minutes. _ 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  I  cannot  agree  to 
that,  the  gentleman  understands. 

Mr.  HIESTAND.  Mr.  Chairman,  re¬ 
serving  the  right  to  object,  I  sat  here 
patiently  all  afternoon  listening  to  the 
debate  on  the  other  side  of  the  aisle  and 
have  had  no  opportunity  to  speak.  I  re¬ 
spectfully  request  that  I  be  afforded  10 
minutes’  time. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
withdraw  my  consent  request;  I  do  not 
want  to  preclude  the  gentleman  if  he 
wants  later  to  get  recognition. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Louisiana  that  he  proceed  for  5  addi¬ 
tional  minutes. 

There  was  no  objection. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  gentleman 
from  Louisiana  is  recognized. 

Mr.  BOGGS.  Mr.  Chairman,  the  rea¬ 
son  I  mention  all  this  is  because  I  think 
it  is  pertinent.  I  hear  much  talk  about 
scandal  in  warehousing.  I  do  not  know 
whether  there  is  any  scandal  in  it  or  not, 
although  I  hear  people  talking  about  it; 
but,  after  all,  we  know  that  cotton  textile 
mills  used  to  pay  for  warehousing  cotton. 
If  the  Government  of  the  United  States 
pays  for  it — and  today  the  Government 
is  the  biggest  warehouse!-  in  the  busi¬ 
ness — the  mills  will  not.  Now  the  Gov¬ 
ernment  pays. 

All  this  means  that  today  the  question 
is:  What  kind  of  merchant  is  the  Gov¬ 
ernment?  That  is  really  what  is  involved 
here. 

Is  reclassification  something  new  in 
the  cotton  business?  I  do  not  think  so. 
As  far  as  I  know  it  has  been  going  on 
ever  since  people  have  been  trading  in 
cotton;  and  as  far  as  I  know  it  was  car¬ 
ried  on  until  July  31,  1959,  by  the  Com¬ 
modity  Credit  Corporation.  I  can  assure 
the  gentleman  from  Minnesota  that  I  am 
as  much  opposed  to  rebate,  to  fraud,  to 
boondoggling  as  he  is;  but  I  also  believe 
in  fairness,  in  equity,  and  justice.  The 
gentleman  in  response  to  the  question 
of  the  gentleman  from  Missouri  [Mr. 
Jones]  regarding  grain  made  certain  as¬ 
sertions.  I  will  read  to  the  gentleman 
from  testimony  on  the  1960  cotton  pro¬ 
gram,  a  joint  hearing  before  the  Sub¬ 
committee  on  Cotton,  and  so  forth,  Com¬ 
mittee  of  the  U.S.  Senate,  testimony  of 
Mr.  McLain,  in  response  to  a  question 
which  I  asked.  I  asked  the  identical 
question  the  gentleman  from  Missouri 
asked;  and  Mr.  McLain,  the  Assistant 
Secretary  of  Agriculture,  said  this: 

Congressman  Boggs,  grain  is  sold  on  the 
basis  of  the  grade  the  same  day  it  is  sold. 
You  would  not  think  of  selling  a  carload  of 
corn  unless  the  fellow  you  sold  it  to  had  a 
right  to  get  a  grade  the  day  he  sold  it.  He 
would  think  that  you  were  stupid  if  you 
talked  about  anything  else. 

I  do  not  know  whether  there  are  any  grain- 
men  here,  but  this  is  true. 

The  cotton  people  think  this  is  a  privi¬ 
lege  they  ought  to  have.  I  personally,  and 
I  am  speaking  personally  now,  have  a  lot 
of  sympathy  for  that  point  of  view. 

I  said: 

How  is  grain  sold? 

It  is  sold  in  many  ways. 
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I  said: 

I  do  not  know.  Tell  me  about  it. 

He  said: 

I  have  been  around  long  enough  to  know 
when  people  buy  grain  that  they  like  to 
know  what  they  are  buying,  not  what  the 
grade  was  at  6  or  3  months  ago,  but  today. 

Mr.  MARSHALL.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  BOGGS.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Minnesota. 

Mr.  MARSHALL.  I  am  so  much 
pleased  that  the  gentleman  called  that 
to  my  attention  because  tMt  is  exactly 
what  I  intended  to  say.  The  grain  we 
have  been  talking  about  is  graded  on 
the  day  it  is  sold,  not  3  months  after¬ 
ward. 

Mr.  BOGGS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  do  not 
want  to  inject  myself  into  the  heat  that 
seems  to  be  involved  here  between  these 
two  great  committees.  As  I  said  in  the 
beginning,  I  have  profound  respect  for 
both  of  them.  The  thing  that  concerns 
me  about  the  language  written  into  the 
legislation  by  the  gentleman  from  Mis¬ 
sissippi  [Mr.  Whitten]  is  that  it  is  an 
absolute  prohibition  against  the  trade 
practice  which  I  think  is  completely 
legitimate  and  which  has  been  carried 
on  by  the  trade  ever  since  it  has  been  in 
existence. 

The  language  suggested  by  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  North  Carolina  [Mr.  Cooley] 
may  have  some  defects,  I  do  not  know, 
but  it  permits  this  body  working  in  con¬ 
junction  with  the  other  body  to  work 
this  thing  out  so  that  it  can  be  fair  and 
equitable  to  the  people  who  purchase 
cotton.  I  say  this  is  what  we  should  do. 

In  conclusion  and  in  reiterating  what 
the  gentleman  from  Mississippi  [Mr. 
Abernethy]  says,  may  I  say  that  this 
is  what  the  Government  of  the  United 
States  should  do.  If  the  Government  of 
the  United  States  has  become  the  biggest 
warehousemen,  the  biggest  storer,  the 
biggest  seller,  the  biggest  exporter,  then 
the  Government  of  the  United  States 
owes  the  same  degree  of  integrity  as  any 
other  vendor  and  for  us  to  do  less  than 
that  is  simple  dishonesty. 

Mr.  HOEVEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise 
in  support  of  the  Cooley  amendment. 

(Mr.  HOEVEN  asked  and  was  givpn 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his 
remarks.) 

Mr.  HOEVEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  to  proceed  for  an 
additional  5  minutes. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Iowa? 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  re¬ 
serving  the  right  to  object,  and  I  shall 
not  object,  I  ask  unanimous  consent  that 
all  debate  on  this  section  and  all  amend¬ 
ments  thereto  close  in  30  minutes,  the 
last  5  minutes  to  be  reserved  to  the  com¬ 
mittee. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Mississippi? 

There  was  no  objection. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Iowa  [Mr.  Hoeven]  to  proceed  for  an 
additional  5  minutes? 

There  was  no  objection. 
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Mr.  HOEVEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  at  the 
outset  I  would  like  to  clarify  the  Record 
as  to  the  grading  of  corn  and  wheat.  I 
think  there  should  be  no  question  that 
every  bushel  of  grain  delivered  in  this 
country  is  at  the  grade  at  the  date  of 
delivery.  Now,  when  the  Commodity 
Credit  Corporation  sells  grain,  the  pur¬ 
chaser  pays  for  the  actual  grade  deliv¬ 
ered  by  the  Commodity  Credit  Corpora¬ 
tion.  If  a  warehouseman  storing  grain 
for  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation 
delivers  grain  of  a  higher  grade  than 
called  for  by  Commodity  Credit  Corpo¬ 
ration  warehouse  receipts,  the  excess 
value  is  credited  to  a  premium  account. 
Later,  if  he  delivers  a  lower  grade  than 
called  for  by  the  Commodity  Credit  Cor¬ 
poration  warehouse  receipt,  the  discount 
which  would  be  assessed  against  him  is 
offset  against  this  premium  account. 
Cash  is  not  paid  for  deliveries  of  grain 
to  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation 
if  of  a  higher  grade  than  called  for  by 
the  warehouse  receipt.  I  hope  that  will 
clarify  the  Record. 

Now,  Mr.  Chairman,  I  do  not  pose  as 
an  expert  on  cotton.  In  fact,  I  know 
very  little  about  it,  although  I  have 
learned  a  lot  about  that  commodity  dur¬ 
ing  my  several  years  as  a  member  of 
the  Committee  on  Agriculture.  The 
procedure  for  Commodity  Credit  Corpo¬ 
ration  cotton  sales  has  for  some  time 
now  been  a  point  of  dispute  between  the 
Agricultural  Appropriations  Subcommit¬ 
tee  on  one  side  and  the  House  Committee 
on  Agriculture  and  the  Department  of 
Agriculture  on  the  other  side.  Naturally 
the  members  of  the  Committee  on  Agri¬ 
culture,  the  legislative  committee,  are 
jealous  of  our  rights  and  prerogatives. 
It  has  been  clearly  indicated  heretofore, 
that  there  has  been  entirely  too  much  of 
this  usurpation  of  the  committee’s  rights 
and  prerogatives. 

Section  408  of  the  bill  is  also  contro¬ 
versial.  That  section  is  within  the 
jurisdiction  of  the  Committee  on  Bank¬ 
ing  and  Currency.  It  seems  to  me  that 
the  legislative  committees  of  the  House 
should  establish  policy  and  do  the  legis¬ 
lating  and  let  the  Committee  on  Appro¬ 
priations  appropriate  the  money. 

The  proviso  in  the  bill  relating  to  re¬ 
classing  of  cotton  would,  in  effect,  reverse 
the  announced  method  that  the  Com¬ 
modity  Credit  Corp.  will  use  in  selling 
its  cotton,  and  it  would  require  a  return 
to  “catalog  buying,”  which  practical 
experience  has  proved  unsound.  Under 
the  announced  method  of  operation,  the 
Commodity  Credit  Corp.  will  take  in 
cotton  from  farmers  under  nonrecourse 
loans,  and  by  direct  purchaser,  under  the 
“A”  program.  After  the  required  period 
of  time  has  expired  and  if  fanners  have 
not  repaid  their  nonrecourse  loans,  the 
Commodity  Credit  Corp.  will  take  title 
to  the  cotton.  This  cotton  is  classed  and 
graded  at  the  time  it  comes  under  loan, 
or  is  purchased.  At  a  later  date,  which 
is  often  several  years,  the  Commodity 
Credit  Corp.  will  sell  the  cotton  by  com¬ 
petitive  bids  but  will  guarantee  a  certain 
quality.  Even  under  ideal  storage  the 
quality  of  cotton  tends  to  deteriorate 
with  age.  After  the  sale  the  cotton  will 
be  reclassified  at  the  buyer’s  expense. 


and  if  it  does  not  meet  the  guaranteed 
quality,  the  Commodity  Credit  Corp.  will 
make  an  adjustment  for  the  buyer.  If 
the  quality  is  above  that  guaranteed 
quality,  the  Commodity  Credit  Corp.  will 
receive  an  adjustment  from  the  buyer. 
This  is  completely  fair,  equitable,  and 
just. 

Mr.  Chairman,  it  may  be  rather  unique 
for  a  com  farmer  to  take  the  floor  in 
behalf  of  the  small  cotton  farmers,  and 
shippers.  What  we  are  proposing  to  do 
here  by  striking  this  provision  from  the 
bill  is  for  the  benefit  of  the  small  cotton 
farmer.  The  big  cotton  farmer  can  take 
care  of  himself.  He  knows  the  ins  and 
outs  of  the  trade.  It  is  the  little  fellow 
who  needs  our  protection. 

The  present  announced  procedure  is 
better,  first,  because  it  treats  all  com¬ 
modities  alike.  Commodity  Credit  Cor¬ 
poration  sells  its  other  commodities  on 
the  basis  of  reclassification  at  the  time 
of  sale.  It  is  sound  administration  to 
treat  cotton  in  the  same  manner. 

Secondly,  it  is  a  sound  and  equitable 
method  of  doing  business.  It  is  fair 
to  both  the  buyer  and  the  seller.  The 
buyer  knows  what  he  is  getting  rather 
than  buying  a  “pig  in  a  poke”  as  pro¬ 
posed  by  the  billl.  ' 

And,  thirdly,  the  procedure  under 
which  adjustments  are  made  is  a  two- 
way  street.  If  cotton  reclasses  higher 
than  that  agreed  uoon,  the  buyer  must 
reimburse  CCC.  What  could  be  more 
fair  and  equitable  and  just? 

Reclassification  before  final  settlement 
is  necessary  to  assure  purchasers  that 
they  will  receive  what  they  pay  for.  This 
is  particularly  important  to  small 
shippers.  Large  merchants  can  operate 
better  than  small  merchants  when  re¬ 
classification  is  not  permitted,  since  they 
can  operate  on  the  basis  of  averages  on 
a  large  volume  of  cotton.  Small  mer¬ 
chants  handling  limited  quantities  of 
cotton  find  it  difficult  and  could  incur 
substantial  losses  on  particular  lots  of 
cotton.  Therefore,  it  is  highly  desirable 
to  keep  small  merchants  in  the  program 
to  the  maximum  extent  practicable. 

As  to  saving  some  money,  the  De¬ 
partment  of  Agriculture  is  convinced, 
and  I  am  convinced,  that  selling  cotton 
subject  to  reclass  yields  a  higher  net  re¬ 
turn  to  CCC  on  its  investment  and  mini¬ 
mizes  rather  than  adds  to  the  capital 
impairment  of  the  Commodity  Credit 
Corporation.  While  an  adjustment  is 
required  when  cotton  is  sold  in  this  man¬ 
ner,  it  is  believed  that,  if  cotton  were 
not  sold  subject  to  reclass,  buyers  would 
have  recognized  the  fact  that  the  cotton 
may  deteriorate  after  extended  storage 
periods  and  protect  themselves  by  sub¬ 
mitting  lower  bids. 

And  so  approval  of  the  amendment  is 
going  to  save  the  CCC  some  money. 
Both  the  Committee  on  Agriculture  and 
the  Department  of  Agriculture  feel  that 
the  proviso  set  out  in  the  bill  is  un¬ 
sound  because  it  would  again,  as  I  say, 
require  “catalog  buying,”  buying  a  “pig 
in  a  poke,”  which  would  be  detrimental 
to  the  small  shipper  when  he  purhases 
from  a  great  big  pile  of  stored  cotton 
in  the  warehouses,  he  knows  he  has  to 
gamble,  whereas  the  sharp,  big  oper¬ 
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ator,  the  big  shipper,  knows  what  he  ia 
doing,  and  can  afford  to  put  in  a  lower 
bid. 

Mr.  PELLY.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  HOEVEN.  I  yield. 

Mr.  PELLY.  I  do  not  quite  under¬ 
stand;  after  a  reclass,  is  there  a  pro¬ 
tection  to  the  taxpayer  and  the  Govern¬ 
ment  against  a  windfall  just  as  there  is 
to  the  purchaser? 

Mr.  HOEVEN.  There  is;  if  the  qual¬ 
ity  is  above  a  guaranteed  quality,  CCC 
receives  an  adjustment  from  the  buyer. 
It  works  both  ways. 

Mr.  PELLY.  Under  the  Cooley 
amendment? 

Mr.  HOEVEN.  Yes.  It  saves  the 
taxpayer  money  and  saves  the  CCC 
money.  The  proposed  amendment  is 
fair,  equitable,  and  just  and  should  be 
adopted. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  rec¬ 
ognizes  the  gentleman  from  Texas  [Mr. 
Poage], 

Mr.  POAGE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  think 
there  have  been  altogether  too  many 
things  said  this  afternoon  but  some 
things  still  need  to  be  said.  I  have  no 
ill  feeling  toward  anyone.  I  do  not 
charge  any  improper  action,  but  I  do  feel 
that  the  subcommittee  has  exercised  un¬ 
sound  judgment. 

I  think  we  should  point  out  clearly  that 
what  we  of  the  Agricultural  Committee 
are  asking  the  Government  to  do  is  ex¬ 
actly  what  that  same  Government  re¬ 
quires  of  individuals.  When  individuals 
make  sales  of  this  kind  they  have  to 
make  good,  they  have  to  deliver  what 
they  purport  to  offer.  I  think  a  good 
many  of  our  Members  do  not  under¬ 
stand,  even  after  the  prolonged  discus¬ 
sion,  as  to  how  CCC  cotton  is  sold. 

Cotton  is  sold  from  a  catalog,  a  book, 
a  big  book  like  the  telephone  book.  It 
says  that  500  bales  of  Strict  Middling 
cotton  is  in  a  warehouse  at  Waco,  Tex. 
Cotton  buyers  all  over  the  country  are 
invited  to  bid.  They  have  no  way  of 
seeing  the  cotton.  They  must  bid  on  the 
representations  in  the  catalog.  If  they 
bid  as  much  as  the  minimum  they  will 
be  considered.  If  anybody  bids  above 
the  first  bid,  the  high  bidder  gets  the 
cotton.  They  are  bidding  on  something 
which  is  described  to  them  by  their  Gov¬ 
ernment.  They  are  told  that  this  is 
Strict  Middling  cotton,  and  if  it  turns 
out  that  it  is  Low  Middling,  they  are  cer¬ 
tainly  not  getting  what  they  bid  on.  Is 
it  fair  for  the  U.S.  Government  to  sell 
cotton  that  way?  I  think  the  gentleman 
who  preceded  me  explained  it  very  well. 
Certainly  the  big  cotton  firms  are  going 
to  know  about  how  much  of  this  cotton 
will  be  overclassed  and  how  much 
underclassed.  They  will  know  the  aver¬ 
age,  by  which  all  cotton  may  be  expected 
to  fall  under  the  catalog  grades,  and 
they  will  bid  low  enough  that  overall 
they  will  suffer  no  loss.  The  law  of 
averages — the  basis  of  all  insurance  will 
protect  the  large  cotton  firms — at  the 
expense  of  the  Government.  Surely  the 
Government  will  get  less  for  the  com¬ 
modities  it  sells  when  there  is  an  uncer¬ 
tainty  as  to  the  quality  of  what  it  sells. 
Surely,  the  small  cotton  buyer  cannot 
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protect  himself  because  the  law  of  aver¬ 
ages  offers  him  no  help.  If  you  or  I  were 
to  buy  1,000  bales  of  cotton  thinking  it  to 
be  Strict  Middling,  and  it  turned  out  to 
be  Strict  Low  Middling,  it  would  break  us. 
That  is  why  the  big  firms  can  live  under 
the  subcommittee’s  proposal  while  the 
small  buyers  cannot. 

If  we  do  not  believe  in  maintaining 
grades  we  ought  not  to  have  grades  in 
the  United  States.  The  reason  we  have 
grades  in  all  commodities  is  that  we  be¬ 
lieve  it  enables  the  producer  to  get  a  fair 
market  and  for  the  buyer  to  know  just 
what  he  is  buying.  That  is  the  only  pur¬ 
pose  of  having  grades.  If  we  are  to 
describe  cotton  by  grade  and  then  not 
have  the  U.S.  Government  live  up  to  the 
announced  grades,  then  it  seems  to  me 
we  had  better  quit  grading  any  com¬ 
modity. 

There  are  a  number  of  other  fields  of 
misunderstanding,  but  in  only  2  min¬ 
utes  I  cannot  go  into  many  of  them. 
The  gentleman  from  Minnesota  is  under 
a  severe  misapprehension  when  he  tells 
us  that  wheat  and  feed  grain  grades  are 
not  made  good.  The  U.S.  Government 
sells  wheat  and  feed  grains  on  the  basis 
of  the  grade  at  the  time  of  the  sale.  The 
grade  is  taken  at  that  time  and  that  is  all 
that  we  are  asking  for  cotton.  Grain  is 
graded  at  the  warehouse  at  the  time  it  is 
weighed  out  to  the  buyer;  we  ask  that 
cotton  be  graded  at  the  time  it  is  de¬ 
livered.  We  do  not  sell  grain  by  cata¬ 
log.  There  is  no  such  thing  as  selling 
these  grains  by  catalog.  They  are  sold 
by  actual  inspection,  and  it  is  made  at 
the  time  of  the  sale.  That  is  all  in  the 
world  we  are  asking  for  cotton. 

Mr.  MARSHALL.  If  the  gentleman 
will  yield,  I  want  to  concur  in  what  the 
gentleman  says.  That  is  what  I  have 
been  trying  to  say,  too. 

Mr.  POAGE.  That  is  all  we  ask  for 
cotton;  that  it  be  classed  at  the  time  it 
is  sold.  We  just  ask  for  cotton  that  the 
buyer  should  be  able  to  see  what  he  is 
getting  at  the  time  of  delivery — he  can¬ 
not  see  before  delivery — and  that  if  it 
develops  that  the  Government  cannot 
deliver  what  it  advertised  that  it  should 
adjust  the  price  in  line  with  what  is 
actually  delivered.  If  you  are  not  going 
to  allow  cotton  to  be  classed  at  the  time 
it  is  sold  you  are  asking  it  be  classed  a 
long  time  before  it  is  sold.  The  result 
must  be  to  cause  the  bids  to  be  consid¬ 
erably  less  than  they  would  otherwise 
be. 

When  you  seek  to  involve  your  Gov¬ 
ernment  in  some  sharp  practices  which 
would  not  be  tolerated  in  private  busi¬ 
ness  you  must  expect  the  Government  to 
lose  in  the  long  run.  I  urge  you  to  do  the 
fair  and  the  honorable  thing.  I  urge  you 
to  let  those  who  buy  cotton  from  their 
Government  have  the  same  assurance  of 
truthful  representations  that  they  would 
have  if  they  were  dealing  with  private 
business,  or  even  if  they  were  buying 
grain  from  the  Government. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  recog¬ 
nizes  the  gentleman  from  Maine  [Mr. 
McInttre]. 

Mr.  McINTIRE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
rise  to  express  support  for  the  amend¬ 
ment  that  has  been  proposed.  I  also 
want  to  express  to  the  Subcommittee  on 


Appropriations  for  Agriculture  my  ap¬ 
preciation  of  the  courtesies  they  have 
extended  to  me  from  year  to  year  in  the 
opportunities  to  present  testimony  be¬ 
fore  them.  I  sincerely  appreciate  it. 

I  was  interested  in  the  remarks  of  the 
gentleman  from  Louisiana  [Mr.  Boggs] 
in  which  he  comments  on  the  fact  that 
cotton  finds  itself  in  a  situation  where 
Government  is  now  the  biggest  exporter, 
Government  is  the  biggest  warehouser 
of  cotton,  and  Government  is  the  biggest 
seller  of  cotton.  This  is  a  fact  in  rela¬ 
tion  to  the  commodity  cotton  in  which 
many  of  us  have  been  very  much  con¬ 
cerned  as  we  analyze  new  farm  pro¬ 
grams.  I  think  his  remarks  to  that  point 
are  a  good  warning  to  those  who  think 
Government  planning  for  every  com¬ 
modity  is  the  only  answer  to  American 
agriculture. 

This  predicament  in  which  cotton  finds 
itself  repeatedly,  as  exemplified  by  the 
confusion  in  the  discussion  of  this  detail 
this  afternoon,  is  a  very  good  point  to 
keep  in  mind  as  we  think  of  farm  pro¬ 
grams  which  are  supposed  to  be  in  the 
best  interest  of  the  American  farmer. 

I  urge  support  of  the  proposed  amend¬ 
ment. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  recog¬ 
nizes  the  gentleman  from  North  Caro¬ 
lina  [Mr.  Whitf.ner]. 

Mr.  WHITENER.  Mr.  Chairman,  not 
being  a  member  of  either  of  the  com¬ 
mittees  involved  in  this  discussion  today, 
I  am  a  little  reluctant  to  inject  my  re¬ 
marks  into  the  program.  However, 
coming  from  an  area  which  is  both  a 
heavy  cotton  producing  area  and  the 
heaviest  cotton  manufacturing  area  in 
the  United  States,  I  believe  I  have  a 
bona  fide  interest  in  this  matter.  As  I 
understand  the  Cooley  amendment,  its 
effect  would  be  to  put  a  purchaser  from 
the  Government  in  the  same  position  as 
a  purchaser  from  a  private  seller. 

Some  of  you  gentlemen,  perhaps,  are 
not  familiar  with  the  customs  of  the 
cotton  trade.  When  a  cotton  manufac¬ 
turer  or  a  cotton  buyer  purchases  cot¬ 
ton  from  a  seller,  it  is  subject  to  classifi¬ 
cation — or  reclass,  if  you  desire  to  call 
it  that.  Then  if  the  parties  are  unable 
to  agree  on  the  reclass,  under  the 
standard  cotton  contract  the  classifi¬ 
cation  is  then  submitted  to  arbitration. 

The  parties  are  bound  to  abide  by  the 
decision  of  the  arbiters. 

As  I  understand  this  amendment,  it 
would  merely  say  when  an  individual 
buys  from  the  Government  on  the  basis 
of  a  catalog  quotation,  saying  that  the 
cotton  is  strict  middling  of  a  certain 
staple  length,  then  if  it  does  not  come 
up  to  that  specification,  the  purchaser  is 
entitled  to  have  a  classification  and  to 
get  what  he  has  agreed  to  buy  from  the 
Government  in  the  first  instance.  That 
is  to  say,  the  buyer  should  only  pay  a 
price  commensurate  with  the  quility  of 
the  cotton  delivered  to  him.  I  submit  to 
you  that  this  is  merely  fair  play.  It  is 
consistent  with  the  customs  of  the 
trade. 

I  cannot  see  how  the  adoption  of  the 
Cooley  amendment  will  in  any  way 
prejudice  the  position  of  the  farmer  who, 
in  the  first  instance,  is  selling  this  cotton 
to  the  Government.  His  transaction  is 
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over.  He  sold  it  at  a  certain  classifica¬ 
tion  which,  apparently,  was  agreeable  to 
him — or  he  put  it  under  the  loan  pro¬ 
gram.  The  fanner  is  not  injured  in 
any  way.  If  it  is  injurious  to  purchaser, 
then  the  Government  should  five  up  to 
its  contract  and  to  its  agreement  with 
the  purchaser.  Our  Government  should 
do  the  right  thing  with  those  people  who 
are  purchasing  on  a  quotation  from  the 
Federal  Government. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  recog¬ 
nizes  the  gentleman  from  Virginia  [Mr. 
Jennings]. 

(Mr.  JENNINGS  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mi*.  JENNINGS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
hope  we  can  bring  this  question  into  a 
little  better  perspective.  Many  accusa¬ 
tions  have  been  hurled  by  people  who,  I 
think,  have  honest  differences  of  opinion. 
But  first  of  all,  I  would  like  to  make  it 
clear  that  the  members  of  the  legisla¬ 
tive  committee  are  not  in  any  way  con¬ 
nected  with  the  large  exporters  or  with 
the  warehousemen,  as  has  been  charged 
here  today.  I  am  not  a  member  of  the 
cotton  subcommittee,  but  it  was  my 
privilege  to  listen  to  the  testimony 
throughout  the  hearings.  I  listened  to 
the  testimony,  I  feel  with  an  open  mind 
and  impartially.  First  of  all,  these  hear¬ 
ings  were  conducted  in  a  very  fine  and 
open  manner.  Everyone  who  was  in¬ 
terested  in  this  problem  was  asked  to 
testify.  Both  the  chairman  of  the  legis¬ 
lative  committee  and  the  appropriations 
subcommittee  were  present.  The  reso¬ 
lution  that  was  adopted  by  the  legisla¬ 
tive  committee  was  read  in  part,  but  all 
of  it  was  not  read,  and  I  would  like  to 
read  it  at  this  time : 

Whereas  this  committee  has  had  under 
consideration  for  the  past  several  months 
questions  relating  to  the  reclassing  and  sale 
of  cotton  owned  by  the  Commodity  Credit 
Corporation;  and 

Whereas  the  views  of  cotton  producers, 
cotton  users,  and  the  cotton  trade  generally 
appear  to  be  virtually  unanimous  that  CCC 
cotton  should  be  reclassed  at  the  time  of 
sale:  Therefore  be  it 

Resolved,  That  the  Secretary  of  Agricul¬ 
ture  is  urged  to  put  into  effect  as  expedi¬ 
tiously  as  possible  the  uniform  policy  of  re¬ 
classing  all  CCC  cotton  at  the  time  of  its 
sale  and  that  this  be  done  in  such  a  man¬ 
ner  that  the  procedure  will  not  involve  re¬ 
bates  to  the  purchaser  but  that,  instead,  the 
final  price  of  the  cotton  which  the  pur¬ 
chaser  will  be  obligated  to  pay  will  be  deter¬ 
mined  by  the  reclassing  carried  out  at  the 
time  of  sale  and  that  all  of  every  lot  of  cot¬ 
ton  sold  shall  be  reclassified. 

As  I  understand  it,  that  is  exactly  the 
same  procedure  that  is  asked  for  and  is 
given  to  the  grain  trade. 

This  is  the  testimony  of  Secretary 
McLain  before  the  committee: 

I  have  been  very  close  to  the  grain  busi¬ 
ness  all  my  life  and  know  that  all  grain  is 
bought  and  sold  on  the  condition  of  what 
it  is  the  day  that  you  buy  it  and  sell  it. 

That  is  everything  in  the  world  we  are 
asking  for  under  this  Cooley  amendment, 
that  this  cotton  be  classed  what  it  is 
the  day  you  buy  it  or  the  day  you  sell  it. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  gentleman 
from  Washington  [Mr.  Horan]  is  recog¬ 
nized. 
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Mr.  HORAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  think 
it  has  been  established  that  this  language 
sought  to  be  stricken  is  not  legislation, 
and  that  the  Appropriations  Committee 
is  completely  within  its  rights  in  putting 
in  a  restriction  against  the  possibility  of 
loss  to  the  American  taxpayers  of  $166 
million  in  the  future.  The  other  com¬ 
mittee  has  this  correspondence  with  the 
Department,  but  why  in  the  world  we 
should  not  take  a  firm  stand  and  have 
something  written  in  ink  instead  of  water 
is  beyond  me.  I  think  this  language 
should  be  allowed  to  remain  in  the  bill. 
I  think  this  language  is  fair.  Certainly 
it  is  fair  to  the  American  taxpayers,  and 
it  ought  to  be  allowed  to  remain  in  the 
bill. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  gentleman  from 
California  [Mr.  Sisk]  is  recognized. 

Mr.  SISK.  Mi-.  Chairman,  I  am  not  a 
member  of  either  of  the  committees  that 
have  been  discussing  this  bill,  but  I  am 
concerned  with  this  provision  because  it 
is  the  understanding  of  the  people  in 
my  area  that  this  language  would  tend 
to  preclude  the  movement  of  cotton  out 
of  Commodity  Credit  warehouses  and 
would  simply  cause  potential  buyers  to 
lay  off  and  refuse  to  purchase  cotton. 

I  think  that  basically  we  agree  in  prin¬ 
ciple.  We  agree  that  some  of  these  re¬ 
bates  and  some  of  the  things  they  have 
found  to  have  happened  in  their  investi¬ 
gations  have  certainly  not  been  good. 
They  are  things  that  should  be  prohib¬ 
ited.  But  it  seems  to  me  that  the  lan¬ 
guage  which  has  been  used  here  is  not 
in  the  best  interests  of  the  cotton  indus¬ 
try.  If  allowed  to  remain  exactly  as  it 
is  in  the  bill,  it  could  preclude  the  move¬ 
ment  of  a  lot  of  cotton  from  the  Com¬ 
modity  Credit  warehouses. 

In  handling  cotton,  if  a  potential  pur¬ 
chaser  desires  to  buy  10,000  bales  of 
cotton  and  makes  an  offer  of  a  certain 
price,  say  30  cents  per  pound  for  mid¬ 
dling  inch  cotton,  and  the  Government 
says,  “We  will  take  it  on  that  basis,”  then 
of  course  the  purchaser  wants  to  know 
that  he  is  going  to  receive  value  in  line 
with  what  his  offer  is.  This  language 
which  says  “after  the  time  of  sale”  be¬ 
comes  rather  important.  When  is  the 
sale  consummated?  I  would  like  to  ask 
the  chairman  that  question. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  May  I  say  what  our 
intent  was.  At  the  time  the  trade  is 
closed.  That  is  the  time  of  sale.  We 
mean  it  is  reclassed  in  time  to  offer  it  to 
all  business.  There  is  no  question  as  to 
what  we  intended. 

Mr.  SISK.  As  a  practical  matter,  it 
seems  to  me  you  are  saying  that  the 
Government  would  have  to  go  in  con¬ 
stantly  and  reclassify  this  cotton  every 
month  or  every  year  in  order  to  have  it 
available  for  sale.  Otherwise,  the  pur¬ 
chaser  would  have  no  way  of  knowing 
exactly  the  grade  at  that  particular  time. 

Also,  Mr.  Chairman,  I  regret  very 
much  that  the  section  dealing  with  poul¬ 
try  inspection  was  stricken  from  the  bill 
on  a  point  of  order.  It  is  my  hope  that 
the  other  body  will  restore  this  language 
and  further  my  understanding  that  the 
members  of  the  subcommittee  will  ac¬ 
cept  the  provisions  in  conference. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  has  expired. 


(Mr.  SISK  asked  and  was  given  per¬ 
mission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

(Mr.  FOUNTAIN  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  extend  his  remarks  at  this 
point  in  the  Record.) 

[Mr.  FOUNTAIN’S  remarks  will  ap¬ 
pear  hereafter  in  the  Appendix.] 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  gentleman 
from  Minnesota  [Mr.  Marshall]  is  rec¬ 
ognized. 

Mr.  MARSHALL.  Mr.  Chairman, 
sometimes  you  get  to  the  point  in  de¬ 
bate  where  you  get  a  little  bit  away  from 
the  subject,  although  I  must  say  this 
debate  has  generated  a  great  deal  of  dis¬ 
cussion  and  much  of  it  has  been  to  the 
point. 

I  would  like  to  read  the  language  that 
has  been  objected  to  and  which  the 
amendment  would  strike  out: 

Provided  further,  That  no  part  of  these 
funds  may  be  used  to  formulate  or  admin¬ 
ister  a  program  which  provides  for  reclassing 
of  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  cotton 
after  time  of  sale  to  private  individuals  or 
organizations. 

What  is  wrong  with  that  language? 
Just  what  is  wrong  with  it?  It  means 
exactly  what  it  says,  that  it  is  sold  at 
the  time  of  sale  and  no  reclassifying  to 
permit  rebate  after  that  time.  If  you 
want  to  open  up  the  door — this  is  the 
Treasury,  remember — you  are  starting 
a  precedent  here.  How  can  you  hold  the 
line  on  wheat,  com,  and  all  the  rest  of 
the  commodities  the  Commodity  Credit 
Corporation  holds  on  a  basis  of  that 
kind?  I  could  not  venture  to  gues$  how 
much  that  would  cost  the  taxpayers  of 
this  country. 

I  think  this  debate  has  been  whole¬ 
some;  I  think  it  has  been  good.  I  ad¬ 
mire  all  my  friends  on  the  committee 
and  have  as  much  respect  for  them  as 
I  ever  did.  It  is  a  good  committee. 

Much  has  been  said  about  jurisdiction. 
Having  served  on  the  Committee  on  Ap¬ 
propriations  I  must  say  that  we  are  sub¬ 
ject  to  criticism.  There  are  numerous 
times  when  we  on  appropriations  do 
things  we  know  in  the  eyes  of  many 
people  are  unpopular,  but  we  feel  duty- 
bound,  with  the  responsibility  you  have 
delegated,  to  us  to  watch  for  what  we 
think  are  loopholes  and  those  things 
that  we  think  will  render  programs  more 
economical  and  more  efficient.  Your 
Appropriations  Committee,  not  only  our 
subcommittee,  but  other  subcommittees, 
have  saved  literally  millions  of  dollars 
to  the  taxpayers  of  this  country. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  gentleman 
from  Ohio  [Mr.  Bowl  is  recognized  for 
2y2  minutes. 

(By  unanimous  consent  Mr.  Bow  was 
allowed  to  yield  his  time  to  Mr.  Whit¬ 
ten.) 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  gentleman 
from  Mississippi  [Mr.  Whitten]  is  rec¬ 
ognized  for  iy2  minutes  to  close  debate 
on  this  amendment. 

(Mr.  WHITTEN  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his 
remarks.) 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  may  I 
say  that  in  the  heat  of  debate  we  say 
lots  of  things,  but  I  want  to  say  again 
what  some  of  my  friends  may  have  heard 
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me  say  frequently  before:  I  have  never 
tried  to  threaten  or  throw  any  weight 
around.  I  learned  long  since  that  not 
all  people  on  the  committee  or  subcom¬ 
mittee  will  agree  with  me.  While  our 
efforts  have  been  successful  many  times, 
there  have  been  others  where  we  have 
not  succeeded.  I  learned  a  long  time  ago 
not  to  say,  "I  will  do  so  and  so.”  I  have 
never  hesitated  to  say  where  I  will  stand, 
but  I  have  never  threatened  anybody  in 
the  Department  of  Agriculture,  I  have 
not  indicated  that  I  would  take  anything 
out  or  that  I  would  put  something  in; 
but  I  have  said  I  would  stand  for  what  I 
think  is  right. 

Let  us  see  again  where  disagreement 
comes  about.  Most  arguments  come  up 
because  folks  do  not  agree  on  what  the 
facts  are.  Let  me  say  again  that  cotton 
classing  is  an  art,  not  a  science;  it  is 
not  an  exact  science  in  the  least. 

It  is  testified  repeatedly  before  our 
committee  that  you  can  have  the  same 
bale  of  cotton  classed  by  10  classers,  and 
they  will  differ  among  themselves;  and 
you  can  have  it  reclassed  a  month  later, 
the  same  bale,  and  if  they  did  not  know 
it,  the  same  classers  would  differ  again. 
It  is  a  matter  of  judgment. 

Again,  we  have  millions  of  bales  of 
cotton  that  are  stored  in  warehouses. 
The  Government  pays  the  warehouse 
charges.  Your  big  international  cotton 
traders  own  much  warehousing.  They 
have  the  CCC  cotton  in  these  wareh  uses. 
I  would  recall  to  your  minds  the  quota¬ 
tion  read  by  my  colleague  from  New  York 
[Mr.  Santangelo]  .  The  Department  tes¬ 
tified  that  there  is  no  misrepresenta¬ 
tion  in  offering  any  of  this  cotton.  A 
few  years  ago  they  had  cotton  which 
had  been  on  hand  for  7  or  8  years.  Per¬ 
haps  reclass  was  essential.  However  it  is 
essential  that  it  be  listed  in  a  catalog  so 
all  bidders  can  bid  with  full  knowledge. 

Let  me  say  that  all  cotton  is  classed. 
The  catalog  shows  when  and  what  the 
judgment  of  the  classer  was  at  the  time 
of  classing.  There  is  no  misrepresenta¬ 
tion  nor  any  guarantee. 

A  man  who  buys  cotton  from  CCC 
takes  that  fact  into  consideration  when 
he  bids. 

Here  is  what  we  tried  to  do.  I  have 
heard  everybody  on  the  floor  say,  and  I 
have  done  it,  and  our  report  points  it 
out,  that  we  have  spent  $26  billion  in  the 
name  of  agriculture  and  that  perhaps 
everybody  in  the  world  is  getting  some¬ 
thing  out  of  it,  yet  the  fanner  today  is 
much  worse  off.  He  needs  farm  legisla¬ 
tion,  perhaps  worse  than  does  the 
Treasury. 

Our  committee  did  have  an  investiga¬ 
tion  made  of  the  sale  of  cotton  to  these 
cotton  traders  after  we  had  virtually 
forced  competitive  sales,  and  it  was 
found  that  $166  million  was  paid  out  in 
rebates  to  shippers.  This  showed  up  as 
a  loss  to  the  Commodity  Credit  Corpora¬ 
tion  and  thus  has  been  charged  to 
farmers,  big  and  little,  where  others  got 
the  money. 

I  said  earlier  I  am  not  bragging  about 
the  signing  of  any  checks.  Sometimes 
I  am  ashamed  that  I  cannot  hold  the 
expense  of  the  Department  down  better 
than  we  have  been  able  to  do.  Unfortu¬ 
nately  frequently  the  horse  is  gone, 
when  we  get  called  in. 
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The  trade  insisted  we  would  ruin 
everything  if  we  stopped  reclass  after 
sale. 

Do  you  know  how  we  stopped  it?  We 
pointed  out  the  facts  to  Secretary  Ben¬ 
son  and  he  stopped  it  for  a  year.  And  in 
that  year  when  they  reclassed  all  cot¬ 
ton,  as  our  subcommittee  recommends, 
they  sold  6  million  bales  of  cotton. 
There  was  no  reclass,  no  discount.  It 
worked  very  effectively  and  the  Govern¬ 
ment  received  more  cash. 

The  same  group  that  got  the  $166  mil¬ 
lion  has  conceived  the  idea  now  that 
they  will  not  ask  for  a  rebate,  they  will 
ask  for  an  arrangement  whereby  they 
may  pay  90  percent  of  the  purchase 
price,  and  then  adjust,  based  on  reclass 
after  the  cotton  is  theirs. 

I  have  the  highest  regard  for  the  Leg¬ 
islative  Committee.  I  do  not  appreciate 
some  things  said  here  today.  If  the 
question  here  is  a  matter  of  which  com¬ 
mittee  runs  the  Department  it  is  not  of 
my  making.  The  facts  are  that  for 
years  the  Department  has  done  precious 
little  listening  to  us.  We  have  differed 
with  them,  but  we  cannot  run  them. 

What  can  be  more  fair  than  this? 
Everybody  within  the  sound  of  my  voice 
knows  that  the  Commodity  Credit  Cor¬ 
poration  has  a  tremendous  investment 
and  that  the  officers  of  the  Corporation 
owe  it  to  the  people  to  get  as  much  as 
they  can  for  the  commodities  they  have. 
They  can  get  better  bids  if  they  reclass, 
lay  it  out  on  the  counter  so  that  every¬ 
body  can  bid.  Do  you  not  think  we 
have  an  obligation  to  say  if  you  are 
going  to  reclass  this  cotton,  please  re¬ 
class  it  and  lay  it  out  on  the  counter  so 
that  there  will  be  some  competition  in 
the  sale. 

These  shippers  do  not  want  equal 
treatment,  they  want  an  advantage. 
They  are  unwilling  to  let  the  Government 
lay  it  out  on  the  counter  at  a  new  class. 
They  are  unwilling  to  bid  against  their 
competitors.  In  our  provision  we  say 
to  the  Department  if  you  want  to  reclass, 
do  so,  but  please  lay  it  out  and  have 
some  competition  in  its  sale,  and  we  will 
not  have  so  much  depletion  of  the  capi¬ 
tal  of  the  corporation  under  those  cir¬ 
cumstances.  To  refuse  that  appears  to 
us  to  be  asking  an  unfair  advantage. 

Let  me  say  one  other  thing.  Here  is 
the  difference  between  cotton,  corn  and 
wheat.  In  reclassing  corn  and  wheat, 
when  you  have  it  reclassed  and  export 
it,  the  exporter  has  to  offer  in  world 
trade  at  the  new  class.  Where  cotton 
shippers  have  gotten  reductions  through 
reclassing  in  the  process  they  have 
picked  up  from  $14  to  $20  a  bale  in  some 
instances,  and  they  have  sold  in  world 
trade  at  higher  than  the  first  class. 
These  facts  are  clearly  shown  in  our 
investigators’  reports  which  are  included 
in  the  hearings.  They  do  not  offer  such 
CCC  cotton  in  world  trade  at  the  new 
class  as  is  required  with  grain. 

Now,  there  has  been  much  ado  and 
argument  made  on  jurisdiction.  We  do 
not  have  it  so  far  as  running  the  De¬ 
partment  is  concerned.  This  is  simply 
a  limit  on  the  use  of  funds,  which  is 
within  the  rights  of  our  committee,  if  we 
can  sell  it  to  the  Congress.  That  is  all 
it  is.  Somehow,  I  sense  the  outcome. 


It  has  been  said  you  can  defeat  anybody 
on  merit,  but  it  is  difficult  to  defeat  any¬ 
one  where  millions  of  dollars  are  in¬ 
volved. 

However,  strong  the  hopes  of  our  col¬ 
leagues  on  that  committee  may  be  as  to 
what  the  Department  will  now  do,  if 
their  amendment  is  adopted  the  lan¬ 
guage  goes  out  and  we  will  not  have  a 
thing  in  the  world  to  prevent  their  going 
back  to  the  system  of  rebates. 

Here  today  we  decide  whether  we  will 
begin  to  bring  some  economy  in  the  run¬ 
ning  of  our  agricultural  program.  We 
must,  first  because  it  is  right,  and  be¬ 
cause  if  we  do  not  we  will  lose  our  farm 
program,  at  least  in  my  opinion. 

If  the  amendment  is  approved  it  will 
be  up  to  the  Department.  The  Depart¬ 
ment  can  do  as  it  pleases,  and  again,  if 
they  do  not  go  back  to  rebate  but  try  this 
new  system  of  selling  and  collecting  85 
percent,  reclassing,  then  giving  dis¬ 
counts,  it  is  tweedle-dee  and  tweedle¬ 
dum,  as  I  see  it.  That  is  the  same  as 
rebates. 

Mr.  Chairman,  in  our  bill  we  give  them 
everything  they  said  they  wanted.  We 
merely  would  prevent  reclass  after  title 

l-i  O  C  YIQCICpH 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Mississippi  has  expired. 
All  time  has  expired. 

Mr.  SANTANGELO.  Mr.  Chairman, 
I  make  the  point  of  order  that  a  quorum 
is  not  present. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  will 
count.  [After  counting.]  One  hun¬ 
dred  and  seventy-five  Members  are  pres¬ 
ent,  a  quorum. 

The  question  is  on  the  amendment  of¬ 
fered  by  the  gentleman  from  North  Car¬ 
olina  [Mr.  Cooley]. 

The  question  was  taken;  and  on  a  di¬ 
vision  (demanded  by  Mr.  Cooley)  there 
were — ayes  85,  noes  65. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  de¬ 
mand  tellers. 

Tellers  were  ordered,  and  the  Chair¬ 
man  appointed  as  tellers  Mr.  Cooley 
and  Mi-.  Whitten. 

The  Committee  again  divided,  and  the 
tellers  reported  that  there  were — ayes 
116,  noes  67. 

So  the  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

Mr.  YATES.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  offer  an 
amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows : 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Yates:  On  page 
31,  line  23,  after  the  word  “provision”,  strike 
the  period,  insert  a  colon  and  the  following: 
“ Provided  further,  That  none  of  the  funds 
herein  appropriated  shall  be  used  to  formu¬ 
late  or  administer  any  program  which  does 
not  provide  for  maximum  use  of  Govern¬ 
ment-owned  facilities  for  storing  surplus 
commodities.” 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  re¬ 
serve  a  point  of  order  against  the 
amendment. 

Mr.  YATES.  Mr.  Chairman,  it  is  not 
my  purpose  to  do  a  vain  thing.  I  would 
just  as  soon  have  a  ruling  on  the  point 
of  order  and  not  make  a  speech  in  the 
event  the  point  of  order  is  sustained. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  The  gentleman 
showed  me  the  amendment.  I  reserved 
the  point  of  order  so  he  could  explain  it. 
I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  the 
amendment  be  again  read. 
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The  CHAIRMAN.  Without  objection, 
the  Clerk  will  again  read  the  amendment. 

There  was  no  objection. 

The  Clerk  again  read  the  Yates 
amendment. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  I  shall  not  press  the 
point  of  order,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  YATES.  I  thank  the  gentleman. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  point  of  order 
is  withdrawn. 

Mr.  YATES.  Mr.  Chairman,  the  pur¬ 
pose  of  this  amendment  is  obvious.  One 
of  the  most  staggering  costs  of  the  farm 
program  is  the  amount  of  money  that  is 
expended  for  storage.  As  was  pointed 
out  in  the  report  of  the  committee,  in 
1959  storage  and  handling  charges  to¬ 
taled  $481.7  million.  For  1960  storage 
charges  for  surplus  commodities  are  esti¬ 
mated  at  $612  million.  For  the  fiscal 
year  which  is  the  subject  of  this  bill  stor¬ 
age  charges  are  expected  to  exceed  $700 
million. 

The  Government  itself  owns  facilities 
in  which  there  can  be  stored  985  million 
bushels.  These  facilities  are  not  being 
completely  used.  When  I  mentioned  my 
amendment  to  a  number  of  Members, 
they  said,  in  surprise,  “Aren’t  these  facil¬ 
ities  being  used  at  the  present  time?” 
The  answer  is  no.  These  facilities  are 
being  used  only  partially  at  the  present 
time.  They  are  being  used  to  the  extent 
of  only  65  percent. 

Next  year  storage  charges  are  going  to 
be  increased  drastically.  Why  should 
they  not  be  kept  to  a  minimum?  Why 
should  not  the  taxpayers  be  protected  by 
making  sure  Government  storage  facili¬ 
ties  will  be  used?  There  is  no  reason 
why  commercial  facilities  should  be  uti¬ 
lized  when  Government  space  is  available 
at  a  much  lower  cost. 

May  I  read  from  the  hearings  at  page 
549  the  colloquy  between  the  gentleman 
from  Minnesota  [Mr.  Marshall]  and  Mr. 
Berger,  Administrator  of  the  Commodity 
Stabilization  Service.  Mr.  Marshall 
said: 

It  has  also  been  said  that  it  is  the  policy  of 
the  Department  of  Agriculture  to  automati¬ 
cally  use  newly  constructed  private  facilities 
for  takeover  gain  in  preference  to  existing 
Government-owned  facilities  regardless  of 
whether  there  was  any  need  for  that  in  the 
area  or  not.  Are  these  reports  correct? 

Mr.  Berger.  That  is  true. 

A  little  later  Mr.  Marshall  said,  and 
there  is  a  wistful  quality  in  his  voice  as 
I  read  it: 

It  seems  a  little  strange  that  the  taxpayer 
should  be  caUed  upon  to  pay  for  this  stor¬ 
age  in  a  newly  constructed  private  facility 
when  there  is  already  plenty  of  space  in  the 
Government  elevator. 

The  gentleman’s  amazement  is  under¬ 
standable.  Should  these  surplus  com¬ 
modities  be  sent  to  commercial  ware¬ 
houses  when  Government  facilities  are 
available?  Do  you  know  what  the  differ¬ 
ence  in  cost  is?  According  to  the  hear¬ 
ings  of  this  committee  and  also  in  the 
report  of  the  Fountain  Subcommittee  on 
Government  Operations,  it  costs  5  cents 
plus  a  fraction  to  store  the  surplus  com¬ 
modities  in  a  Government  facility.  Do 
you  know  what  it  costs  to  store  them  in 
a  commercial  facility?  Sixteen  cents- 
plus.  The  cost  of  storage  in  Govern- 
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ment  facilities  is  only  one-third  of  what 
it  is  in  commercial  facilities. 

Mr.  MICHEL.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  YATES.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Illinois. 

Mr.  MICHEL.  The  language  of  the 
gentleman’s  amendment  reads  “maxi¬ 
mum  use.”  How  would  the  gentleman 
define  maximum  use? 

Mr.  YATES.  The  maximum  use  pos¬ 
sible. 

Mr.  MICHEL.  Would  that  still  be  at 
the  discretion  of  Commodity  Credit? 
When  one  says  maximum,  would  you  ex¬ 
pect  that  it  would  be  the  very  last  Gov¬ 
ernment  bin  available.  The  last  bin 
could  be  in  the  State  of  Washington,  as 
I  pointed  out  yesterday  and  the  grain  to 
be  stored  could  be  in  some  State  like 
Ohio  or  Pennsylvania,  and  it  would  have 
to  be  shipped  completely  across  the 
country. 

Mr.  YATES.  I  suggest  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  that  the  administration’s  han¬ 
dling  of  the  program  has  not  been  one 
that  would  give  confidence.  They  are 
not  administering  it  most  efficiently  and 
economically  at  the  present  time,  but 
we  have  no  alternative.  We  must  leave 
it  to  their  discretion.  That  is  why  I 
would  say  to  the  gentleman,  that  the 
term  “maximum”  means  the  maximum 
extent  possible.  There  is  discretion  on 
the  part  of  the  corporation,  but  they 
must  use  the  Government  facilities  that 
are  available  in  preference  to  com¬ 
parable  commercial  facilities.  The  term 
‘maximum”  as  I  construe  it,  means  to  the 
greatest  maximum  possible. 

Mr.  WOLF.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  YATES.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Iowa. 

Mr.  WOLF.  I  would  like  to  point  out 
for  the  information  of  the  Members  that 
grain  in  many  Government  bins  in  the 
State  of  Iowa  is  moving  just  a  few  miles 
into  private  storage.  That  was  brought 
out  recently  in  hearings  in  Iowa.  I  be¬ 
lieve  that  is  what  the  gentleman  from 
Illinois  anticipates. 

Mr.  YATES.  I  think  one  has  only  to 
look  at  the  report  of  the  committee  to 
see  why  this  amendment  is  so  necessary. 
This  committee  made  a  thorough  in¬ 
vestigation  of  the  storage  situation  and 
was  shocked  with  much  of  what  it  found. 
In  the  course  of  its  investigation  it  dis¬ 
covered  that  tremendous  quantities  of 
grains  are  being  moved  from  one  part 
of  the  country  to  another  without  rea¬ 
son.  In  1955-,  even  though  storage  was 
available  in  the  arid- West,  grain  was 
moved  to  the  West  Coast.  Why?  The 
coporation  does  not  want  to  use  Gov¬ 
ernment  storage.  I  hope  this  amend¬ 
ment  is  agreed  to. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mi*.  YATES.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  North  Carolina. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  I  do  not  question  the 
purpose  of  the  gentleman,  and  I  think 
the  gentleman  has  a  very  fine  purpose  in 
mind,  but  I  doubt  very  much  that  the 
program  could  work  under  the  gentle¬ 
man’s  amendment.  You  refer  to  maxi¬ 
mum  use  of  Government-owned  facil¬ 
ities.  Suppose  you  have  a  warehouse  lo¬ 
cated  in  Seattle,  Wash.,  and  you  have  a 


commodity  down  in  Savannah,  Ga.  You 
would  not  want  to  ship  the  commodity 
from  Savannah,  Ga.,  to  Seattle,  Wash., 
because  you  had  a  warehouse  there? 

Mr.  YATES.  Of  course  not,  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man.  But,  I  want  to  point  out  that  is 
exactly  what  the  administration  has  been 
doing  much  too  frequently.  That  is  the 
reason  for  my  amendment,  to  eliminate 
wastefulness. 

Secondly  next  year  will  bring  an 
enormous  increase  in  storage  charges. 

There  will  be  a  tremendous  corn  crop. 
There  will  be  great  quantities  of  other 
products  to  store.  The  cost  will  exceed 
$700  million.  Certainly  every  effort 
should  be  made  to  reduce  costs  wherever 
possible.  This  can  be  done  through 
maximum  use  of  Government  facilities. 
I  see  no  reason  why  they  all  cannot  be 
used  during  the  next  year. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Could  you  not  improve 
your  amendment  by  putting  in  the  words 
“comparable  Government  facilities  and 
at  comparable  cost’’? 

Mr.  YATES.  It  is  my  intention  that 
my  amendment  be  reasonably  applied 
and  reasonably  administered.  Where 
the  corporation  has  a  reasonable  choice 
between  Government  and  commercial 
facilities,  it  should  obviously  select  the 
Government  facilities.  My  amendment 
was  originally  drafted  in  the  form  sug¬ 
gested  by  the  gentleman,  but  it  would 
have  been  subject  to  a  point  of  order. 
That  is  why  I  changed  it  to  the  language 
I  used. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Of  course,  I  would 
much  prefer  to  use  Government  facili¬ 
ties  wherever  it  is  feasible  and  economi¬ 
cal  to  do  so. 

Mr.  YATES.  Everybody  agrees  with 
us  on  this  point.  The  committee  itself 
says  so  in  its  report.  The  purpose  of 
my  amendment  is  to  make  sure  that  the 
recommendations  of  the  committee  are 
carried  out  by  putting  in  the  bill  that 
which  is  contained  in  the  report. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  In  other  words,  if  a 
private  warehouse  is  available  and  a 
Government  warehouse  is  available  in 
the  same  locality,  then  you  suggest  that 
the  Government  warehouse  be  used. 

Mr.  YATES.  I  do,  indeed.  That  is 
the  purpose  of  my  amendment  to  make 
sure  that  the  program  is  operated  as  ef¬ 
ficiently  and  as  economically  as  pos¬ 
sible.  The  use  of  Government  facilities 
will  reduce  storage  costs  by  millions  of 
dollars. 

Mr.  JONES  of  Missouri.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  YATES.  I  yield. 

Mr.  JONES  of  Missouri.  I  am  in  ac¬ 
cord  with  what  the  gentleman  is  trying 
to  do,  but  I  think  you  have  possibly  over¬ 
looked  something.  You  have  used  the 
words  “no  funds  appropriated  shall  be 
used  to  formulate  or  administer  any  pro¬ 
gram.”  I  am  for  the  prohibition  as  to 
the  formulation  of  a  program  hereafter, 
but  I  think  it  might  run  into  some  trou¬ 
ble  when  you  use  the  words  “adminis¬ 
ter  any  program,”  as  the  chairman  point¬ 
ed  out,  where  you  already  have  a  pro¬ 
gram.  In  other  words,  if  the  word  “ad¬ 
minister”  is  included,  then  I  am  afraid 
you  might  get  into  trouble. 

Mr.  YATES.  May  I  suggest  to  the 
gentleman  that  this  is  an  appropriation 


bill  for  the  fiscal  year  beginning  on  July 
1,  1960.  It  applies  only  to  expenditures 
in  that  fiscal  year.  It  is  only  for  1  year. 

Mr.  JONES  of  Missouri.  But  you  are 
administering  a  program  which  is  al¬ 
ready  in  effect  which  will  be  canned  over 
until  that  year,  and  that  is  where  I  am 
afraid  you  are  going  to  get  into  trouble. 

Mr.  YATES.  Insofar  as  the  operation 
of  my  amendment  is  concerned,  it  would 
only  be  applicable  for  the  next  fiscal 
year.  I  think  it  should  be  in  the  per¬ 
manent  law,  and  I  suggest  your  commit¬ 
tee  might  want  to  draft  a  bill  to  make  it 
permanent  law.  It  is  most  desirable. 

Mr.  JUDD.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  YATES.  I  yield. 

Mr.  JUDD.  Just  for  the  purpose  of 
adding  something  to  the  legislative  his¬ 
tory  on  this  matter,  let  me  pose  another 
illustration.  Suppose  there  are  two 
storage  facilities  in  the  same  neighbor¬ 
hood  and  some  grain  or  commodities  are 
moved  out  of  the  Government-owned 
facility  so  that  it  is  empty. 

Do  you  think  that  under  your  amend¬ 
ment  the  Administrator  of  this  program 
ought  to  move  surplus  commodities  out 
of  privately  owned  warehouses  into  Gov¬ 
ernment-owned  warehouses  in  order  to 
get  maximum  use  of  the  Government- 
owned  warehouses? 

Mr.  YATES.  If  it  saves  the  Govern¬ 
ment  money  I  think  it  would  be  a  de¬ 
sirable  thing  to  do. 

Mr.  JUDD.  So  it  would  depend  upon 
the  situation;  if  it  would  save  money  or 
be  advantageous  to  the  Government,  it 
should  be  done? 

Mr.  YATES.  If  it  saves  the  Govern¬ 
ment  money  it  should  be  done. 

Mr.  JUDD.  I  am  glad  to  have  a  state¬ 
ment  of  the  gentleman’s  intention. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Illinois  [Mr.  Yates!  has 
expired. 

(Mr.  YATES  asked  and  was  given  per¬ 
mission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

(Mr.  SANT  ANGELO  asked  and  was 
given  permission  to  revise  and  extend 
his  remarks.) 

Mr.  SANTANGELO.  Mr.  Chairman, 
I  rise  in  support  of  the  amendment. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  am  very  pleased  to 
support  this  amendment  offered  by  the 
gentleman  from  Illinois  [Mr.  Yates!. 

As  I  calculated,  this  will  save  the  tax¬ 
payers  a  great  deal  of  money  in  storage 
charges;  it  will  save,  even  at  the  reduced 
rates,  $30  million. 

The  potential  storing  capacity  of  the 
Commodity  Credit  Corporation  today  is 
985  million  bushels  of  grain.  We  are 
storing  today  in  Government-owned  bins 
and  facilities  operated  by  the  Commodity 
Credit  Corporation,  about  600,030,000 
bushels  of  grain.  We  are  32  percent  un¬ 
der  its  capacity  use.  As  you  know, 
proper  management  requires  a  ware¬ 
houseman  to  leave  about  10  percent  free 
for  air  conditioning  of  the  grain.  So  it 
leaves  22  percent  differential  between 
capacity  and  what  we  are  using.  We 
can  store  in  Government-owned  ware¬ 
houses  285  million  additional  bushels  of 
grain.  It  costs  the  Government  6Y2 
cents  a  bushel  per  year  as  opposed  to 
16  V2  cents  a  bushel  in  private  ware¬ 
houses. 
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The  chairman  of  the  subcommittee 
which  went  out  to  Des  Moines,  Iowa, 
Mr.  Smith  held  an  investigation  that 
disclosed  that  the  Government  policy 
was  to  take  grain  out  of  Government 
bins  and  put  it  into  private-owned 
warehouses,  even  though  there  was 
available  space,  in  Government  bins, 
only  for  the  sake  of  transferring  it,  at 
a  cost  of  3  Mj  cents  a  bushel  in  transfer¬ 
ring  it.  It  is  this  administrations  policy 
to  take  grain  out  of  Government  bins 
and  put  it  into  commercial  warehouses. 
It  has  cost  $612  million  to  the  taxpayers 
in  1960,  and  it  will  cost  $700  million  in 
1961.  In  addition  to  that,  the  Govern¬ 
ment  is  refusing  to  use  the  mothball 
fleet  which  we  have  throughout  the 
United  States.  We  have  ships  which 
have  been  turned  over  by  the  Maritime 
Service  in  the  James  River  in  Virginia, 
in  the  Astoria  River  in  Washington  and 
also  in  the  Hudson  River  in  New  York. 
The  Government  has  taken  out  grain 
from  30  ships,  a  total  of  over  10  million 
bushels  of  wheat.  They  have  86  ships 
which  are  now  being  used  for  the  stor¬ 
age  of  wheat.  They  have  86  ships  which 
are  completely  vacant.  We  can  store 
22  million  bushels  of  wheat  in  those  par¬ 
ticular  ships  at  practically  no  cost,  to 
the  Government  and  yet  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Agriculture  is  disinclined  or  very 
reluctant  to  use  those  storage  facilities 
which  the  Government  has,  which  would 
cost  the  people  of  the  United  States  very 
little  money.  The  Department  is  dedi¬ 
cated  to  the  proposition  that  storage 
must  go  into  private  warehouses.  I  say 
it  is  time  we  stopped  this  staggering  cost 
of  warehousing  costs  so  that  we  can 
give  some  relief  to  the  taxpayers  of  the 
United  States. 

I  hope  this  amendment  will  prevail. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
move  to  strike  out  the  last  word. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  think  the  objections 
raised  are  rather  sound.  I  discussed  with 
the  author  of  the  amendment  the  sug¬ 
gested  language  that  I  think  would  make 
it  in  line  with  the  committee  report.  We 
had  not  put  it  in  the  bill.  Personally, 
if  the  gentleman  were  to  consent  to  add 
to  his  amendment  the  words  “consistent 
with  the  economical  operation  of  the 
corporation,”  I,  individually,  would  have 
no  objection. 

Mr.  YATES.  I  am  willing  to  accept 
such  a  modification,  and  I  ask  unanimous 
consent  that  the  words  suggested  by  the 
gentleman  from  Mississippi  be  added  to 
my  amendment. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Clerk  will  re¬ 
port  the  modification  referred  to. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Strike  out  the  period,  substitute  a  colon 
and  add:  “Consistent  with  the  economical 
operation  of  the  corporation”. 

Mr.  HORAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  may  we 
have  the  entire  amendment  read? 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Without  objection, 
the  Clerk  will  read  the  modified  amend¬ 
ment. 

There  was  no  objection. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Page  31,  line  23,  after  the  word  "pro vision", 
strike  the  period.  Insert  a  colon  and  the 
following:  " Provided  further,  That  none  of 
the  funds  herein  appropriated  shall  be  used 
to  formulate  or  administer  any  program 


which  does  not  provide  for  maximum  use 
of  Government-owned  facilities  for  stor¬ 
ing  surplus  commodities,  consistent  with 
the  economical  operation  of  the  corporation.” 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Illinois? 

There  was  no  objection. 

Mr.  HORAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise 
in  opposition  to  the  amendment. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  want  to  point  out 
something  I  think  the  Committee  should 
take  into  consideration  at  this  time. 
First  of  all,  if  we  start  watering  down 
this  amendment  it  will  mean  nothing. 
There  is  nothing  to  prohibit  the  Com¬ 
modity  Credit  Corporation  today  from 
using  Government  storage  where  it  is 
available. 

Let  me  point  out  another  thing:  To¬ 
day  we  have  oldtime  operators  and  co- 
operators  who  know  what  they  are  do¬ 
ing  and  are  doing  it  at  the  minimum 
charges.  They  pay  taxes,  both  income 
and  property,  in  their  communities; 
your  Government  bins  and  warehouses 
do  not.  When  it  comes  to  figuring  out 
how  much  you  are  going  to  save  you 
must  take  into  consideration  the  income 
and  property  taxes  the  warehouseman 
pays,  both  the  grain  warehouseman  and 
cotton  warehouseman.  I  think  that  is 
a  very,  very  important  factor.  It  is 
obvious  that  if  you  have  empty  bins  and 
they  are  being  wasted  that  should  not 
be,  but  I  am  told  by  those  in  the  corn 
business  that  we  are  going  to  need  all 
of  the  bins  that  exist  in  another  year 
unless  we  have  legislation  out  of  this 
Congress  that  will  correct  some  of  the 
things  wrong  today  with  our  farm  pro¬ 
gram,  and  I  do  not  think  you  are  going 
to  waste  this  Government  storage.  But 
you  might  be  making  a  very,  very  big 
mistake  if  you  put  the  Government  bins 
ahead  of  income  and  property  tax  pay¬ 
ing  Americans. 

I  think  one  further  observation  very 
much  in  point  is  that  there  is  no  guar¬ 
antee — 

Mr.  MICHEL.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  HORAN.  I  yield. 

Mr.  MICHEL.  I  think  there  is  one 
further  observation  the  gentleman  could 
very  well  make  and  that  is  that  the 
Government  does  not  assume  the  obliga¬ 
tion  the  private  warehouseman  assumes 
in  the  matter  of  guaranteeing  like  kind 
and  quality  of  the  grain  he  deliveres. 
When  grain  deteriorates  in  Government- 
owned  bins  it  is  a  direct  loss  to  the  tax¬ 
payer.  If  grain  deteriorates  in  the  hands 
of  a  private  warehouseman  he  suffers 
the  loss.  Only  recently  one  of  the  grain 
elevators  in  my  district  paid  $40,000  to 
CCC  for  deterioration  of  grain  in  its 
keeping. 

Mr.  HORAN.  And  if  I  might  go  fur¬ 
ther,  we  have  no  guarantee  that  the  bu¬ 
reaucrat  operating  a  Government  ware¬ 
house  is  as  smart  as  the  man  who  has 
been  all  his  life  in  the  grain  business  or 
the  cotton  business  and  knows  what  is 
involved  in  storage. 

I  think  if  you  water  this  amendment 
down  a  little  bit  further  so  it  means 
nothing,  I  might  be  able  to  vote  for  it. 

Mr.  YATES.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 
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Mr.  HORAN.  I  yield. 

Mr.  YATES.  I  would  say  to  the 
gentleman  that  the  adding  of  those 
words  was  not  done  with  the  intent  of 
watering  down  the  amendment. 

Mr.  HORAN.  Then  I  am  violently 
opposed  to  it. 

Mr.  YATES.  Its  one  purpose  is  to 
add  a  certain  amount  of  discretion  to 
the  administration  so  that  it  is  not  strait- 
jacketed  by  the  terms  used.  This  is  a 
program  that  requires  some  flexibility 
and  that  is  the  only  purpose  in  adding 
the  words  that  were  added.  It  is  the 
intention  of  the  amendment  to  have 
Government  utilities  used  to  the  great¬ 
est  extent  possible. 

Mr.  HORAN.  I  have  been  around 
here  long  enough  to  know  that  this 
House  can  act  foolishly  sometimes.  I 
hope  the  amendment  will  be  defeated. 

Mr.  SMITH  of  Iowa.  Mr.  Chairman, 
I  rise  in  support  of  the  pending  amend¬ 
ment. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  would  like  to  point 
out  that  if  we  do  not  adopt  this  amend¬ 
ment,  we  can  expect  the  Department  to 
continue  the  policy  of  preferring  ware¬ 
houses  that  are  not  yet  built.  The 
policy  of  the  Department  of  Agriculture 
at  this  very  minute  is  to  prefer  ware¬ 
houses  that  are  not  yet  built  today  over 
empty  Government  bins  that  are  in  the 
country  today. 

Mr.  HORAN.  Where  is  there  any 
prohibition  against  the  use  of  the  empty 
bins? 

Mr.  SMITH  of  Iowa.  There  is  no 
prohibition,  but  the  policy  of  the  De¬ 
partment  is  it  will  not  use  the  Govern¬ 
ment  warehouses. 

Mr.  HORAN.  But  there  is  no  pro¬ 
hibition  against  using  them,  is  there? 

Mr.  SMITH  of  Iowa.  The  very  pur¬ 
pose  of  the  amendment  is  to  get  them  to 
use  Government-owned  space  and  dis¬ 
continue  the  inflexible  policy  of  en¬ 
couraging  overexpansion  in  areas  where 
it  is  not  needed. 

Mr.  YATES.  I  agree  with  the  gentle¬ 
man  entirely.  Because  of  the  statement 
of  the  gentleman  from  Washington  as  to 
what  the  attitude  of  the  Department  of 
Agriculture  is  it  is  necessary  to  have  an 
amendment  of  this  type  to  show  what  the 
congressional  intention  is,  namely,  that 
Government-owned  facilities  shall  be 
used  to  the  fullest  extent  possible. 

Mr.  SMITH  of  Iowa.  If  we  do  not 
have  this  amendment  adopted  there  will 
be  no  alternative  for  many  elevator 
operators  but  to  expand  capacity  beyond 
reasonable  future  needs  in  many  com¬ 
munities  where  it  is  not  needed.  The 
legitimate  elevator  operator  with  ade¬ 
quate  storage  must  build  additional 
warehouse  space  if  a  fly-by-night  com¬ 
petitor  comes  along  and  decides  to  build. 
He  has  to  protect  his  own  business  and 
build  additional  warehouse  space  in  or¬ 
der  to  minimize  the  cutthroat  competi¬ 
tion  that  will  in  future  result  from  an 
operator  with  a  warehouse  paid  for  by 
the  Government.  The  policy  is  to  use 
those  warehouses  in  preference  to  the 
empty  Government  bins  as  long  as  any¬ 
body  has  warehouse  space  vacant,  even 
where  the  warehouse  space  in  the  com¬ 
munity  greatly  exceeds  the  space  rea- 
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sonably  needed  in  the  future  in  the  regu¬ 
lar  grain  merchandising  business. 

I  want  to  point  out  when  you  use  the 
argument  of  preparing  warehouses  in 
that  because  they  pay  local  property 
taxes  you  are  in  favor  of  Federal  aid  to 
education  because,  after  all,  it  is  the  local 
property  tax  that  goes  for  education.  I 
am  not  saying  that  it  is  a  bad  thing  to 
have  Federal  aid  to  education,  but  I  want 
to  point  out  to  those  who  oppose  Federal 
aid  to  education  that  when  they  use  the 
tax  excuse  they  are  favoring  Federal  aid 
to  education. 

May  I  also  point  out  that  the  opera¬ 
tors  who  are  operating  the  Government 
storage  program  have  had  a  good  ex¬ 
perience  in  handling  grain  and  they 
have  shown,  as  a  matter  of  fact,  that 
they  can  operate  warehouse  facilities 
with  less  loss  than  most  of  the  ware¬ 
housemen  in  the  business.  Do  not  be 
mislead  by  the  argument  previously 
made  that  the  technicians  do  not  know 
how  to  handle  Government  grain.  The 
actual  deterioration  is  less  for  them  than 
it  has  been  for  most  of  the  operators.  I 
was  acting  as  chairman  of  a  subcommit¬ 
tee  which  last  December  secured  evidence 
and  testimony  showing  that  the  policy 
of  the  Department  had  gone  so  far  as 
to  provide  for  emptying  Government  bins 
to  fill  new  warehouse  storage  that  was 
not  even  built  by  a  regular  elevator  op¬ 
erator. 

There  seems  no  question  that  addi¬ 
tional  storage  will  be  needed  this  fall. 
Unless  the  policy  is  changed,  additional 
grain  will  be  placed  in  new  warehouses 
which  reluctant  warehousemen  were 
forced  to  build  to  protect  themselves 
against  a  fly-by-night  operator  and  the 
result  would  be  bad  for  both  the  tax¬ 
payers  and  the  legitimate  warehouse  op¬ 
erator.  This  amendment  will  help  assure 
the  use  of  300  million  bushels  of  empty 
Government  space  during  the  next  year 
when  the  additional  space  is  needed  in 
addition  to  existing  warehouse  space. 
The  amendment  will,  of  course,  only  be 
effective  for  a  1-year  period. 

Mr.  O’HARA  of  Michigan.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  SMITH  of  Iowa.  I  yield  to  the 
gentleman  from  Michigan. 

Mr.  O’HARA  of  Michigan.  I  would  like 
to  point  out  to  the  gentleman  that  this 
policy  of  the  Department  of  Agriculture 
and  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation 
of  preferring  private  facilities  over  Gov¬ 
ernment-owned  facilities  is  just  another 
expression  of  the  policy  of  the  Bureau 
of  the  Budget  as  enunciated  in  its  bul¬ 
letin  last  year,  about  which  I  complained 
in  the  Congress  in  debate  on  the  defense 
bill.  The  Budget  has  directed  these 
agencies  to  prefer  private  facilities  to 
Government-owned  facilities.  That  ap¬ 
plies  to  agriculture  as  well  as  defense. 

I  am  heartily  in  support  of  the  amend¬ 
ment  offered  by  the  gentleman  from 
Illinois. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Illinois  [Mx\  Yates]  . 

The  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
move  to  strike  out  the  last  word. 

Mr.  Chairman,  may  I  say  that  the 
amendment  the  gentleman  offered  is  to 


a  great  degree  in  line  with  the  com¬ 
mittee  report.  I  also  agree  with  the 
point  made  by  my  colleagues  on  the  com¬ 
mittee  on  the  Republican  side.  We  want 
to  be  sure  the  language  carries  out  the 
intent  of  Congress,  and  that  it  will  not 
result  in  increased  costs  or  needless  harm 
to  private  industry. 

I  therefore  felt  I  could  not  oppose  the 
amendment  because  it  is  in  line  with 
what  we  wrote  in  the  report,  and  I  just 
want  to  reassure  my  colleagues  that  in 
conference  we  will  try  to  modify  the  lan¬ 
guage,  if  necessary,  to  carry  out  the  views 
of  the  subcommittee. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Sec.  408.  No  part  of  the  funds  appropri¬ 
ated  by  this  Act  shall  be  used  to  pay  the 
compensation  of  any  employee  or  officer  of 
the  Department,  except  the  Secretary  of 
Agriculture,  who,  in  addition  to  other  reg¬ 
ularly  assigned  responsibilities,  serves  as  a 
member  of  the  Board  of  Directors  or  as  an 
officer  of  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation 
after  February  1,  1961. 

Mr._BROWN_of_Georgia.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  a  point  of  order. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  gentleman  will 
state  it. 

Mr.  BROWN  of  Georgia.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  section  408  provides  that  none  of 
the  funds  appropriated  by  H.R.  12117, 
making  appropriations  for  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Agriculture  and  Farm  Credit 
Administration,  shall  be  used  to  pay  the 
salary  of  any  officer  or  employee  of  the 
Department — except  the  Secretary — who 
serves  as  a  member  of  the  Board  of  Di¬ 
rectors  of  CCC,  or  as  an  officer  of  CCC, 
in  addition  to  other  regular  duties  with 
the  Department. 

This  reverses  a  decision  made  by  the 
Banking  and  Currency  Committee  and 
the  Congress  in  1949,  when  the  CCC 
Charter  Act  was  amended  to  strike  out 
a  similar  restriction  which  had  been 
enacted  in  1948.  It  is,  therefore,  legisla¬ 
tion,  and  the  mere  fact  it  is  put  in  the 
form  of  a  limitation  on  the  use  of  funds 
appropriated  by  the  bill  does  not  save  it. 
As  paragraph  1691,  volume  7,  of  Can¬ 
non’s  Precedents  of  the  House  of  Repre¬ 
sentatives  puts  it: 

The  purpose  rather  than  the  form  of  a 
proposed  limitation  is  the  proper  criterion 
by  which  its  admissibility  should  be  judged, 
and  if  its  purpose  appears  to  be  a  restriction 
of  executive  discretion  to  a  degree  that  may 
be  fairly  termed  a  change  of  policy  rather 
than  a  matter  of  administrative  detail  it  is 
not  in  order. 

Again  in  paragraph  1606  of  the  same 
volume,  the  following  is  found : 

Whenever  a  purported  limitation  makes 
unlawful  that  which  before  was  lawful  or 
makes  lawful  that  which  before  was  un¬ 
lawful  it  changes  existing  law  and  is  not 
in  order  on  an  appropriation  bill. 

A  proper  limitation  is  negative  and  in  the 
nature  of  a  veto,  and  when  it  assumes  affirm¬ 
ative  form  by  direction  to  an  executive  in 
the  discharge  of  his  duties  under  existing 
law  it  ceases  to  be  a  limitation  and  becomes 
legislation. 

Section  408  in  effect  requires  the  Sec¬ 
retary  to  take  affirmative  action.  To 
carry  out  the  farm  programs  financed 
by  CCC,  the  Secretary  would  have  to 
appoint  new  Board  members,  recruited 
from  private  life,  to  replace  the  six  De¬ 
partment  officers  other  than  himself  who 
now  serve  on  the  Board.  He  would  also 
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have  to  recruit  and  appoint  new  person¬ 
nel  to  serve  as  officers  of  the  Corpora¬ 
tion.  This  not  only  means  the  section 
constitutes  legislation,  but  also  means  it 
is  not  entitled  to  the  protection  of  the 
Holman  rule,  because  it  would  not  save 
the  Government  money.  On  the  con¬ 
trary,  it  would  require  hiring  new  em¬ 
ployees  at  additional  expense  to  the  Gov¬ 
ernment. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Does  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Mississippi  [Mr.  Whitten] 
desire  to  be  heard  on  the  point  of  order? 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  the 
section  clearly  provides  a  limitation  on 
the  use  of  funds  that  are  appropriated 
in  this  bill.  It  does  not  change  the 
Commodity  Credit  Corporation  charter. 
It  does  not  change  any  basic  law.  It 
just  simply  limits  what  the  money  in 
this  bill  can  be  used  for.  It  has  been 
my  experience  and  observation  during 
the  years  here  that  the  Chair  has  many 
times  said  that  it  is  a  negative  limitation 
on  the  use  of  money  and  that  it  is  clear¬ 
ly  in  order,  and  on  that  I  rest  the  com¬ 
mittee’s  position. 

The  CHAIRMAN  (Mr.  Kilday)  .  The 
Chair  is  prepared  to  rule. 

The  gentleman  from  Georgia  [Mr. 
Brown]  makes  a  point  of  order  against 
the  language  in  section  408  of  the  bill 
on  the  ground  thatiiLQonstitutes  legisla¬ 
tion  on  an  appro  priariorTbflir 

'l!Ke~CKairhasTrad-an~opportunity  to 
examine  the  precedents  in  this  connec¬ 
tion,  including  the  precedents  to  which 
the  gentleman  from  Georgia  has  re¬ 
ferred  and  from  which  he  has  read.  The 
Chair  would  also  refer  to  paragraph 
1694  of  Cannon’s  Precedents,  volume  7 
the  language  being: 

While  a  limitation  may  not  involve  change 
of  existing  law  or  affirmatively  restrict  exe¬ 
cutive  direction,  it  may  properly  effect  a 
change  of  administrative  policy  and  still  be 
in  order. 

The  Chair  has  examined  additional 
precedents  bearing  on  this  question. 
The  Chair  is  constrained  to  hold  that 
section  408  is  a  restriction  on  a  manner 
in  which  the  funds  can  be  used,  and 
constitutes  a  negative  limitation,  and, 
therefore,  overrules  the  point  of  order. 

Mr.  BROWN  of  Georgia.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  I  offer  an  amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Brown  of 
Georgia:  On  page  34,  line  8  through  line  14, 
strike  out  section  408. 

Mr.  BROWN  of  Georgia.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  section  408  of  the  bill  would  reverse 
a  decision  made  by  the  Congress  and  the 
House  Banking  and  Currency  Commit¬ 
tee  in  1949.  At  that  time,  after  a  year’s 
experience  with  a  provision  of  law  that 
required  that  two  of  the  members  of  the 
CCC  Board  be  outside  members;  that  is, 
not  officers  or  employees  of  the  Govern¬ 
ment;  the  Congress  repealed  this  restric¬ 
tion.  Instead,  the  Congress  in  1949  re¬ 
stored  to  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture 
the  power  to  appoint  the  members  of  the 
Board,  and  to  appoint  officers  and  em¬ 
ployees  of  the  Department  as  Board 
members.  This  practice  was  followed 
for  years,  until  1948,  when  the  require¬ 
ment  for  two  outside  members  of  the 
Board  was  written  into  the  law.  Less 
than  1  year  later,  after  experience  had 
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proved  that  the  provision  was  no  work¬ 
able,  the  experiment  was  abandoned. 

I  regret  that  the  Appropriations  Com¬ 
mittee  has  undertaken  to  rewrite  the  law 
in  this  manner.  This  is  a  matter  within 
the  jurisdiction  of  the  legislative  com¬ 
mittee,  the  Banking  and  Currency  Com¬ 
mittee.  It  is  a  matter  that  the  Banking 
and  Currency  Committee  has  fully  con¬ 
sidered  in  acting  on  the  law  as  it  exists 
today. 

The  amendment  will  not  save  money; 
on  the  contrary,  it  will  require  the  Sec¬ 
retary  of  Agriculture  to  go  out  and  hire 
new  people  to  run  the  Corporation.  It 
will  result  in  conflicts  and  confusion  be¬ 
tween  the  Corporation  and  the  Depart¬ 
ment.  It  did  not  work  when  it  was  tried 
before,  and  I  am  convinced  it  will  not 
work  now. 

Furthermore,  this  provision  would,  on 
the  basis  of  past  experience,  cause  a 
major  and  costly  reorganization  within 
the  Department  of  Agriculture.  It  would 
not  only  result  in  no  improvement  in 
operations,  but  would  result  in  division 
of  responsibility,  duplication  of  effort, 
overlapping  of  authorities,  inability  to 
obtain  informed  consideration  of  major 
policy  matters,  and  confusion  in  field  op¬ 
erations  affecting  almost  every  segment 
of  commercial  trade  relating  to  agricul¬ 
tural  commodities.  It  would  make  the 
CCC  subject  to  more  and  more  pressure 
for  actions  to  the  special  benefit  of  in¬ 
dividual  groups. 

The  CCC  is  a  facility  of  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Agriculture  created  for  the 
specific  purpose  of  providing  a  workable 
mechanism  for  carrying  out  price  sup¬ 
port  programs  as  directed  by  Congress. 
Whatever  the  provisions  of  statutes  gov¬ 
erning  price  support,  this  mechanism 
must  be  left  in  a  workable  condition.  It 
will  not  function  in  a  vacuum,  and  it 
must  operate  in  concert  with  the  other 
major  activities  of  the  Department. 
Section  408  should  be  eliminated  from 
the  bill. 

Mr.  McDONOUGH.  Mr.  Chairman, 
I  rise  in  support  of  the  amendment. 

Section  408  of  Department  of  Agri¬ 
culture  appropriation  bill,  1961,  provides 
as  follows: 

Sec.  408.  No  part  of  the  funds  appro¬ 
priated  by  this  Act  shall  be  used  to  pay  the 
compensation  of  any  employee  or  officer  of 
the  Department,  except  the  Secretary  of 
Agriculture,  who,  in  addition  to  other  reg¬ 
ularly  assigned  responsibilities,  serves  as  a 
member  of  the  Board  of  Directors  or  as  an 
officer  of  the  Commodity  Credit  Corpora¬ 
tion  after  February  1, 1961. 

This  provision,  if  enacted  into  law, 
would  nullify  the  deliberate  action  of 
Congress  in  amending  the  Commodity 
Credit  Corporation  Charter  Act  in  1949 
to  permit  members  of  the  Board  of  Di¬ 
rectors  of  the  Commodity  Credit  Cor¬ 
poration  to  be  otherwise  employed  in 
Department  of  Agriculture  and  to  per¬ 
mit  the  staff  of  executive  officers  of  the 
Corporation  to  have  duties  not  only  in 
connection  with  Commodity  Credit  Cor¬ 
poration  but  also  in  connection  with  re¬ 
lated  operations  of  the  Department. 

The  Charter  Act  as  originally  enacted 
on  June  29,  1948,  provided  in  section  9 
that: 

Employees  of  the  Corporation  or  any  de¬ 
partment  or  agency  of  the  Federal  Govern¬ 


ment,  If  also  directors,  shall  not  comprise, 
In  the  aggregate,  more  than  three  of  the 
members  of  the  Board. 

It  also  provided  in  section  10  that: 

Responsibility  for  the  day-to-day  conduct 
of  the  business  of  the  Corporation  shall  be 
vested  in  a  staff  of  executive  officers,  head¬ 
ed  by  a  chief  executive  appointed  by  the 
Board  and  responsible  to  the  Board.  Mem¬ 
bers  of  the  executive  staff  shall  devote  their 
full  time  to  the  affairs  of  the  Corpora¬ 
tion. 

In  1949  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture 
recommended  that  the  restrictions  of 
sections  9  and  10  of  the  charter  quoted 
above  be  eliminated.  In  his  letter  of 
March  9,  1949,  to  Senator  Thomas, 
chairman  of  the  Senate  Committee  on 
Agriculture  and  Forestry,  the  Secretary 
stated,  in  part,  as  follows: 

The  changes  involving  the  authority  of  the 
Secretary  of  Agriculture  and  the  internal 
organization  of  the  Department  which  are 
proposed  in  S.  900  will  make  it  possible  for 
the  Secretary  to  discharge  effectively  his 
responsibility  for  the  formulation  and  ad¬ 
ministration  of  the  agricultural  programs 
of  the  Federal  Government  and  to  coor¬ 
dinate  and  integrate  all  the  activities  of  the 
Department. 

The  Secretary  of  Agriculture  recom¬ 
mended,  among  other  things,  that  sec¬ 
tion  9  of  the  charter  be  amended  so  that 
the  Board  members  could  hold  other 
offices  or  positions  in  the  Department 
and  could  be  given  other  duties  by  the 
Secretary  of  Agriculture  and  that  sec¬ 
tion  10  be  amended  to  remove  the  re¬ 
quirement  for  an  executive  staff  which 
would  be  prohibited  from  performing 
duties  other  than  those  concerned  di¬ 
rectly  with  the  Corporation. 

Full  hearings  on  the  Secretary’s  rec¬ 
ommendations  were  held  before  the 
House  Committee  on  Banking  and  Cur¬ 
rency  and  the  Senate  Committee  on  Ag¬ 
riculture  and  Forestry.  As  a  result  an 
amendment  to  the  Commodity  Credit 
Corporation  Charter  Act  was  enacted  on 
June  7,  1949,  which  carried  into  effect 
the  recommendations  made  by  the  Sec¬ 
retary  of  Agriculture. 

Section  9  of  the  CCC  Charter  Act,  as 
amended,  specifically  provides  that: 

In  addition  to  their  duties  as  members  of 
the  Board,  such  appointed  members  shall 
perform  such  other  duties  as  may  be  pre¬ 
scribed  by  the  Secretary.  Each  appointed 
member  of  the  Board  shall  receive  compen¬ 
sation  at  such  rate  not  in  excess  of  the  max¬ 
imum  then  payable  under  the  Classification 
Act  of  1949,  as  may  be  fixed  by  the  Secretary, 
except  that  any  such  member  who  holds 
another  office  or  position  under  the  Federal 
Government  the  compensation  for  which  ex¬ 
ceeds  such  rate  may  elect  to  receive  com¬ 
pensation  at  the  rate  provided  for  such  other 
office  or  position  in  lieu  of  the  compensa¬ 
tion  provided  by  this  section. 

In  order  to  give  the  Secretary  the  ben¬ 
efit  of  the  appraisal  of  the  Corporation’s 
policies  by  a  group  of  outside  individ¬ 
uals,  section  9  was  also  amended  to  pro¬ 
vide  for  an  advisory  board  “reflecting 
broad  agricultural  and  business  experi¬ 
ence  in  its  membership.’’ 

Section  10  was  amended  to  eliminate 
the  requirement  that  the  Corporation’s 
business  be  conducted  by  executive  offi¬ 
cers  required  to  devote  their  full  time  to 
the  affairs  of  the  Corporation.  As 


amended  section  10  provides,  in  part, 
that: 

The  Secretary  shall  appoint  such  officers 
and  employees  as  may  be  necessary  for  the 
conduct  of  the  business  of  the  Corporation, 
define  their  authority  and  duties. 

It  is  apparent,  therefore,  that  section 
408  of  the  Department  of  Agriculture 
appropriation  bill,  1961,  would  nullify 
the  existing  legislation  with  respect  to 
the  management  of  the  Corporation  and 
would  impose  the  very  requirements 
which  Congress  deliberately  sought  to 
eliminate  from  the  Commodity  Credit 
Corporation  Charter  Act  by  the  amend¬ 
ments  made  therein  in  1949. 

Denying  payment  to  Department  of¬ 
ficials  who  may  now  serve  in  dual  ca¬ 
pacity  on  the  Commodity  Credit  Board 
would  eliminate  the  services  on  the 
Board  of  top  officials  in  the  Department 
of  Agriculture,  except  for  the  Secretary, 
as  now  provided  in  the  charter  of  the 
Commodity  Credit  Corporation. 

The  Commodity  Credit  Corporation 
Board  is  composed  of  the  following :  Sec¬ 
retary  of  Agriculture,  Chairman;  Under 
Secretary  of  Agriculture,  President;  As¬ 
sistant  Secretary — Agricultural  Stabi¬ 
lization;  Assistant  Secretary — Marketing 
and  Foreign  Agriculture;  Assistant  Sec¬ 
retary — Federal-States  Relations;  Ad¬ 
ministrator,  Agricultural  Marketing 
Service;  and  General  Counsel  of  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Agriculture. 

If  section  408  remains  in  the  appro¬ 
priation  act,  all  these  officials,  except 
the  Secretary,  could  not  serve  after  Feb¬ 
ruary  1, 1961. 

The  proposed  new  section  408  would 
also  eliminate  as  an  officer  of  the  Com¬ 
modity  Credit  Corporation  those  who 
also  hold  other  offices  within  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Agriculture.  This  will  eliminate 
the  use  of  such  men  as  officers  as  Under 
Secretary  of  Agriculture  as  President; 
Administrator  of  Commodity  Stabiliza¬ 
tion  Service  as  Executive  Vice  President; 
Associate  Administrator,  Commodity 
Stabilization  Service,  Vice  President; 
Deputy  Administrator,  Price  Support, 
Commodity  Stabilizaiton  Service,  Vice 
President;  Deputy  Administrator,  Oper¬ 
ations,  Commodity  Stabilization  Service, 
Vice  President;  Deputy  Administrator, 
Production  Adjustment,  Commodity  Sta¬ 
bilization  Service,  Vice  President;  Gen¬ 
eral  Sales  Manager,  Commodity  Stabili¬ 
zation  Service,  Vice  President;  Execu¬ 
tive  Assistant  to  the  Administrator,  Com¬ 
modity  Stabilization  Service,  Secretary; 
Director,  Fiscal  Division,  Commodity 
Stabilization  Service,  Controller;  Deputy 
Director,  Fiscal  Division,  Commodity 
Stabilization  Service,  Treasurer;  Deputy 
Director,  Fiscal  Division,  Commodity 
Stabilization  Service,  Chief  Accountant. 

All  the  Board  members  and  offices  of 
the  Corporation  receive  only  one  salary, 
that  is,  the  salary  of  the  position  which 
they  hold  as  an  employee  of  the  U.S. 
Department  of  Agriculture. 

The  history  of  the  present  Commodity 
Credit  Corporation  Charter  Act,  as 
amended,  does  not  contemplate  such  ar¬ 
rangement  as  section  408  would  impose. 

If  only  part-time  Board  members, 
from  outside  the  Department  of  Agricul¬ 
ture,  are  used  in  these  capacities,  such 
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serious  difficulties  as  the  following  would 
be  encountered : 

They  would  be  unfamiliar  with  much 
of  the  operations  involved;  there  would 
be  delays  in  Board  actions,  which  at 
times  are  required  on  relatively  short 
notice;  there  would  be  added  salary, 
travel,  staff  and  other  costs. 

If  full-time  Board  members  and  offi¬ 
cers  who  have  no  other  functions  within 
the  Department  are  required  there  will 
be  created  another  echelon  of  highly 
paid  Government  employees. 

There  would  be  two  major  areas  of 
operations  and  responsibilities,  to  a  large 
extent  duplicating,  within  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Agriculture:  Secretary  of  Agri¬ 
culture -and  Commodity  Credit  Corpora¬ 
tion  Board  and  its  officers.  Major  con¬ 
flicts  and  confusion  may  result. 

I  urge  the  adoption  of  the  amendment 
offered  by  Mr.  Brown  of  Georgia  to  re¬ 
peal  section  408  of  this  bill. 

Mr.  PATMAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  McDONOUGH.  I  yield  to  the 
gentleman  from  Texas. 

Mr.  PATMAN.  I  just  want  to  state 
that  I  am  in  accord  with  the  views  ex¬ 
pressed  by  the  gentleman  as  well  as  the 
views  expressed  by  the  gentleman  from 
Georgia  [Mr.  Brown].  I  hope  this 
amendment  is  adopted. 

Mr.  McDONOUGH.  I  thank  the 
gentleman. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  McDONOUGH.  I  yield  to  the 
gentleman  from  Mississippi. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  The  statement  is 
made  that  none  of  the  funds  for  the  De¬ 
partment  of  Agriculture  can  be  paid  to 
these  men.  These  gentlemen  are  paid 
now  from  funds  of  the  Department  of 
Agriculture. 

Mr.  McDONOUGH.  They  are  paid — 
that  is  their  regular  salary. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  This  provision  says 
that  the  funds  of  the  Department  can 
no  longer  be  paid  to  an  official  who  runs 
the  corporation.  The  corporation  officer 
would  be  paid  from  the  corporation’s 
funds  if  this  became  effective. 

Mr.  McDONOUGH.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
urge  the  adoption  of  the  amendment  to 
repeal  section  408. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move 
to  strike  out  the  last  word  and  rise  in 
support  of  the  amendment  offered  by  the 
gentleman  from  Georgia. 

Mr.  Chairman,  this  is  obviously  an¬ 
other  effort  on  the  part  of  this  subcom¬ 
mittee  on  agricultural  appropriations 
to  take  over  the  Department  of  Agricul¬ 
ture  and  to  defeat  the  intent  and  pur¬ 
pose  of  Congress  in  the  passage  of  laws 
which  are  now  in  operation. 

In  the  opening  section  of  the  act  of 
1949,  on  basic  agricultural  commodities, 
the  Congress  said  this: 

The  Secretary  of  Agriculture  is  authorized 
and  directed  to  make  available  through 
loans,  purchases,  or  other  operations,  price 
support  to  cooperators  for  any  crop  of  any 
basic  agricultural  commodity,  if  producers 
have  not  disapproved  marketing  quotas  for 
such  crop,  at  a  level  not  in  excess  of  90 
per  centum  of  the  parity  price  of  the  com¬ 
modity  nor  less  than  the  level  provided  in 
subsections  (a) ,  (b) ,  and  (c)  as  follows. 


Again  under  a  title,  “Designated  Non- 
basic  Agricultural  Commodities,”  the 
Congress  said  this: 

The  Secretary  is  authorized  and  directed 
to  make  available  *  *  *  price  support  to  pro¬ 
ducers  for  tung  nuts,  honey,  milk,  butterfat, 
and  the  products  of  milk  and  butterfat  as 
follows. 

Under  another  title,  “Other  Nonbasic 
Agricultural  Commodities,”  the  Congress 
said: 

The  Secretary  is  authorized  to  make  avail¬ 
able  through  loans,  purchases,  or  other  op¬ 
erations  price  support  to  producers  for  any 
nonbasic  agricultural  commodity  not  desig¬ 
nated  in  title  II. 

In  the  Agricultural  Act  of  1954  the 
Congress  said,  in  title  I,  “Set  Aside  of 
Agricultural  Commodities”: 

The  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  shall 
as  rapidly  as  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture 
shall  determine  to  be  practicable,  set  aside 
within  its  inventories  not  more  than  the 
following  maximum  quantities  and  not  less 
than  the  following  minimum  quantities  of 
agricultural  commodities. 

Then  in  title  VH,  “National  Wool  Act 
of  1954,”  Congress  said  in  section  703: 

The  Secretary  of  Agriculture  shall,  through 
the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation,  support 
the  prices  of  wool  and  mohair. 

So  it  is  clear  to  see  that  Congress  has 
charged  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture 
with  certain  responsibilities  and  by  the 
acts  of  Congress,  he  is  required  to  exer¬ 
cise  these  authorities  and  responsibilities 
through  the  Commodity  Credit  Corpora¬ 
tion.  Section  401  of  the  act  of  1949 
says: 

The  Secretary  shall  provide  price  support 
authorized  or  required  herein  through  the 
Commodity  Credit  Corporation  and  other 
means  available  to  him. 

We  have  directed  him  to  use  the  Com¬ 
modity  Credit  Corporation  as  an  instru¬ 
mentality  and  agency  through  which  he 
will  administer  these  programs  which 
are  now  in  operation.  Why  should  we 
now  divorce  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture 
from  the  Board  of  the  Commodity  Credit 
Corporation?  In  other  words,  in  effect, 
you  would  have  two  Secretaries  of  Ag¬ 
riculture — one  would  be  Mr.  Benson  and 
the  other  would  be  some  outsider  who 
might  be  brought  in  by  the  CCC  Board  as 
president  of  the  Corporation  and  be 
charged  with  these  responsibilities  which 
the  Congress  has  vested  in  the  Secretary 
of  Agriculture.  It  seems  to  me  there  is 
no  getting  around  it  that  this,  in  effect, 
is  an  insult — an  insult  to  the  Secretary 
of  Agriculture.  Now  not  that  I  mind 
him  being  insulted,  but  I  do  not  want 
him  to  be  insulted  on  this  occasion. 

I  say  in  all  seriousness  this  amendment 
would  increase  the  cost  of  the  farm  pro¬ 
gram.  All  members  of  the  Board  of  Di¬ 
rectors  of  the  Commodity  Credit  Cor¬ 
poration  serve  without  pay.  They  are 
appointed  by  the  President  by  and  with 
the  advice  and  consent  of  the  Senate. 
Nothing  that  I  am  aware  of  has  devel¬ 
oped  that  would  indicate  that  any  of  the 
Board  members  now  in  office  are  corrupt 
individuals  or  that  their  jobs  could  be 
performed  any  better  by  persons  outside 
the  Department  of  Agriculture  having 
no  responsibility  for  the  working  of  farm 
programs. 


Mr.  McDONOUGH.  Mr.  Chairman, 
will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  COOLEY.  I  yield. 

Mr.  McDONOUGH.  Is  this  an  inva¬ 
sion  of  the  authority  of  the  Committee 
on  Banking  and  Currency? 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Certainly  it  is.  That 
is  the  committee  that  is  responsible  for 
the  creation  and  financing  of  the  Com¬ 
modity  Credit  Corporation,  through 
which  agency  all  of  these  programs 
operate. 

Mr.  DIXON.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  COOLEY.  I  yield. 

Mr.  DIXON.  Under  the  arrangement 
in  this  bill,  the  Secretary  would  be  held 
responsible  for  the  Commodity  Credit 
Corporation? 

Mr.  COOLEY.  He  would  have  no 
control  over  the  members  of  the  Board. 

Mr.  DIXON.  So  where  would  you 
place  the  responsibility  in  a  situation 
like  that? 

Mr.  COOLEY.  That  is  what  I  say.  I 
hope  the  Brown  amendment  will  be 
adopted.  I  hope  the  Commodity  Credit 
Corporation  will  continue  to  operate  in 
the  future  as  it  has  in  the  past. 

Section  408  of  this  bill,  if  enacted  into 
law,  would  nullify  the  deliberate  action 
of  Congress  in  amending  the  Commodity 
Credit  Corporation  Charter  Act  in  1949 
to  permit  members  of  the  Board  of  Di¬ 
rectors  of  the  Commodity  Credit  Cor¬ 
poration  to  be  otherwise  employed  in 
Department  of  Agriculture  and  to  permit 
the  staff  of  executive  officers  of  the  Cor¬ 
poration  to  have  duties  not  only  in  con¬ 
nection  with  Commodity  Credit  Corpora¬ 
tion  but  also  in  connection  with  related 
operations  of  the  Department. 

The  Charter  Act,  as  originally  enacted 
on  June  29,  1948,  provided  in  section  9 
that: 

Employees  of  the  Corporation  or  any  de¬ 
partment  or  agency  of  the  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment,  if  also  directors,  shall  not  comprise,  in 
the  aggregate,  more  than  three  of  the  mem¬ 
bers  of  the  Board. 

It  also  provided  in  section  10  that: 

Responsibility  for  the  day-to-day  con¬ 
duct  of  the  business  of  the  Corporation  shall 
be  vested  in  a  staff  of  executive  officers, 
headed  by  a  chief  executive  appointed  by 
the  Board  and  responsible  to  the  Board. 
Members  of  the  executive  staff  shall  devote 
their  full  time  to  the  affairs  of  the  Corpora¬ 
tion. 

In  1949  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture 
recommended  that  the  restrictions  of 
sections  9  and  10  of  the  charter  quoted 
above  be  eliminated.  In  his  letter  of 
March  9,  1949,  to  Senator  Thomas, 
Chairman  of  the  Senate  Committee  on 
Agriculture  and  Forestry,  the  Secretary 
stated,  in  part,  as  follows: 

The  changes  involving  the  authority  of 
the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  and  the  internal 
organization  of  the  Department  which  are 
proposed  in  S.  900  will  make  it  possible  for 
the  Secretary  to  discharge  effectively  his  re¬ 
sponsibility  for  the  formulation  and  admin¬ 
istration  of  the  agricultural  programs  of 
the  Federal  Government  and  to  coordinate 
and  integrate  all  the  activities  of  the  Depart¬ 
ment. 

The  Secretary  of  Agriculture  recom¬ 
mended,  among  other  things,  that  sec¬ 
tion  9  of  the  charter  be  amended  so 
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that  the  Board  members  could  hold 
other  offices  or  positions  in  the  Depart¬ 
ment  and  could  be  given  other  duties  by 
the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  and  that 
section  10  be  amended  to  remove  the  re¬ 
quirement  for  an  executive  staff  which 
would  be  prohibited  from  performing 
duties  other  than  those  concerned  di¬ 
rectly  with  the  Corporation. 

Full  hearings  on  the  Secretary’s  rec¬ 
ommendations  were  held  before  the 
House  Committee  on  Banking  and  Cur¬ 
rency  and  the  Senate  Committee  on 
Agriculture  and  Forestry.  As  a  result  an 
amendment  to  the  Commodity  Credit 
Corporation  Charter  Act  was  enacted  on 
June  7,  1949,  which  carried  into  effect 
the  recommendations  made  by  the  Sec¬ 
retary  of  Agriculture. 

Section  9  of  the  CCC  Charter  Act,  as 
amended,  specifically  provides  that: 

In  addition  to  their  duties  as  members  of 
the  Board,  such  appointed  members  shall 
perform  such  other  duties  as  may  be  pre¬ 
scribed  by  the  Secretary.  Each  appointed 
member  of  the  Board  shall  receive  compen¬ 
sation  at  such  rate  not  in  excess  of  the 
maximum  then  payable  under  the  Classifi¬ 
cation  Act  of  1949,  as  may  be  fixed  by  the 
Secretary,  except  that  any  such  member  who 
holds  another  office  or  position  under  the 
Federal  Government  the  compensation  for 
which  exceeds  such  rate  may  elect  to  receive 
compensation  at  the  rate  provided  for  such 
other  office  or  position  in  lieu  of  the  compen¬ 
sation  provided  by  this  section. 

In  order  to  give  the  Secretary  the 
benefit  of  the  appraisal  of  the  Corpora¬ 
tion’s  policies  by  a  group  of  outside  in¬ 
dividuals,  section  9  was  also  amended  to 
provide  for  an  advisory  board  “reflect¬ 
ing  broad  agricultural  and  business  ex¬ 
perience  in  its  membership.” 

Section  10  was  amended  to  eliminate 
the  requirement  that  the  Corporation’s 
business  be  conducted  by  executive  offi¬ 
cers  required  to  devote  their  full  time  to 
the  affair  of  the  Corporation.  As 
amended  section  10  provides,  in  part, 
that: 

The  Secretary  shall  appoint  such  officers 
and  employees  as  may  be  necessary  for  the 
conduct  of  the  business  of  the  Corporation, 
define  their  authority  and  duties. 

It  is  apparent,  therefore  that  section 
408  of  the  Department  of  Agriculture 
appropriation  bill,  1961,  would  nullify 
the  existing  legislation  with  respect  to 
the  management  of  the  Corporation  and 
would,  impose  the  very  requirements 
which  Congress  deliberately  sought  to 
eliminate  from  the  Commodity  Credit 
Corporation  Charter  Act  by  the  amend¬ 
ments  made  therein  in  1949. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  North  Carolina  [Mr. 
Cooley!  has  expired. 

Mr.  HOEVEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise 
in  support  of  the  Brown  amendment 
which  would  strike  section  408.  It  should 
be  apparent  to  everyone  that  if  this  pro¬ 
vision  remains  in  the  bill  it  will  mean 
duplication  of  effort,  more  cost  to  the 
taxpayers,  and  more  confusion. 

The  history  of  the  present  Commodity 
Credit  Corporation  Act,  as  amended,  cer¬ 
tainly  does  not  contemplate  such  an  ar¬ 
rangement  as  section  408  would  impose. 
You  would  have  only  part-time  Board 
members.  They  would  likely  be  from  all 
over  the  country.  They  would  be  paid 


a  per  diem  and  expenses  for  flying  back 
and  forth  between  their  homes  and 
Washington.  Sometimes  immediate  de¬ 
cisions  have  to  be  made  by  the  Com¬ 
modity  Credit  Corporation  Board,  and 
waiting  for  Board  members  to  arrive  in 
Washington  might  prove  very  costly 
when  important  decisions  have  to  be 
made  without  delay.  These  outside 
Board  members  would  not  be  familiar 
with  much  of  the  operations  involved 
and  great  confusion  might  result. 

To  those  of  you  interested  in  economy 
in  government,  may  I  point  out  that 
there  would  be  added  salaries,  travel, 
staff,  and  other  costs.  As  presently  con¬ 
stituted,  the  Commodity  Credit  Board 
costs  the  taxpayers  no  additional  money. 
They  are  employees  in  the  Department 
of  Agriculture  on  regular  salaries.  They 
receive  no  additional  compensation.  It 
looks  like  utter  folly  to  go  back  to  a  sys¬ 
tem  repudiated  by  Charles  Brannan 
when  he  was  Secretary  of  Agriculture. 
There  would  be  two  major  areas  of  oper¬ 
ations  and  responsibilities  duplicated 
within  the  Department  of  Agriculture. 
You  would  have  a  Secretary  of  Agricul¬ 
ture  under  section  408  who  would  be  the 
president  of  the  Board.  Then  on  the 
outside,  looking  in,  you  would  have  a  new 
Commodity  Credit  Board  and  its  officers. 
This  can  only  result  in  a  lot  of  conflict 
and  confusion.  Certainly  it  would  not 
be  for  the  best  interests  of  agriculture. 
Anyone  who  wants  to  be  fair  must  admit 
that  the  affairs  of  the  Commodity  Credit 
Corporation  belong  in  the  Department  of 
Agriculture.  The  Secretary  of  Agricul¬ 
ture,  as  head  of  the  Commodity  Credit 
Corporation,  is  responsible.  He  should 
have  the  Board  available  at  all  times 
within  the  Department,  so  that  the  Com¬ 
modity  Credit  Board  can  function  as  the 
Congress  intended  when  the  basic  law 
was  enacted. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Iowa  has  expired. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  all  debate  on 
this  amendment  and  all  amendments 
thereto  close  in  20  minutes,  the  last  5  to 
be  reserved  to  the  committee. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from  Mis¬ 
sissippi? 

There  was  no  objection. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  gentleman 
from  New  York  [Mr.  Multer]  is  recog¬ 
nized  for  3  minutes. 

(By  unanimous  consent  Mr.  Poage 
yielded  his  time  to  Mr.  Multer.) 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  gentleman 
from  New  York  is  recognized  for  6 
minutes. 

(Mr.  MULTER  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  MULTER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise 
at  this  time  to  reassert  an  argument  I 
made  on  this  floor  in  the  81st  Congress, 
in  April  1949,  on  the  identical  subject. 
At  that  time,  too,  there  was  an  attempt 
to  bypass  the  Banking  and  Currency 
Committee  which  has  jurisdiction  by  the 
rules  of  the  House  over  the  Commodity 
Credit  Corporation  and  the  basic  legisla¬ 
tion  under  which  it  operates.  At  that 
time,  too,  there  was  an  attempt  to  take 
the  powers  vested  in  the  Commodity 


Credit  Corporation  by  its  charter,  away 
from  the  Department  of  Agriculture. 

Mr.  Chairman,  it  is  no  secret  that  I 
have  been  less  than  charitable  in  some 
of  the  remarks  I  have  made  about  the 
present  gentleman  who  occupies  the 
high  office  of  Secretary  of  Agriculture, 
not  that  I  do  not  like  the  gentleman, 
but  I  did  not  like  and  I  do  not  like  many 
of  the  things  he  does  in  connection  with 
the  operation  of  that  important  office; 
and  I  am  sure  I  will  have  occasion  again 
to  find  fault  with  some  of  the  things 
he  does  as  Secretary  of  Agriculture. 
However,  I  am  now  speaking,  not  in 
favor  of  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture, 
I  am  speaking  in  favor  of  the  orderly 
process  of  legislation  and  in  favor  of  the 
orderly  process  of  Government.  If  you 
want  responsible  executive  agencies  then 
your  legislative  committees  must  bring 
to  you  the  legislation  which  empowers 
the  Executive  to  act.  The  Executive 
should  act  in  accordance  with  that  leg¬ 
islation  and  be  responsible  to  the  Con¬ 
gress  accordingly. 

If  the  Brown  amendment  prevails 
then  we  will  have  orderly  process  of  leg¬ 
islation  and  we  will  have  orderly  govern¬ 
ment  in  operation.  The  Appropriations 
Committee  has  sought  by  section  408  in 
this  bill  to  take  away  from  the  Com¬ 
modity  Credit  Corporation  the  very 
things  given  to  it  by  the  charter  of  the 
Commodity  Credit  Corporation — and, 
mind  you,  this  is  not  the  time  to  argue 
whether  we  want  the  Commodity  Cred¬ 
it  Corporation — I  can  agree  with  some 
that  we  can  improve  its  operation  and 
I  can  agree  with  others  that  we  may 
be  able  to  dispense  with  it  entirely — but 
since  we  have  it  let  us  legislate  for  it 
properly  and  not  through  the  Appropri¬ 
ations  Committee  or  through  an  appro¬ 
priation  bill. 

It  has  already  been  said  to  you  that 
unless  the  Brown  amendment  prevails 
you  are  going  to  get  duality  of  govern¬ 
ment,  you  are  going  to  get  outsiders  who 
are  not  in  the  Department  of  Agriculture 
trying  to  run  the  agricultural  program. 
I  think  it  is  a  tough  enough  job  for  the 
Agriculture  Department  to  do  that  with¬ 
out  the  outsider  who  is  not  responsible 
to  the  Congress  tiying  to  do  it.  Sec¬ 
tion  408  will  not  only  dissipate  the  con¬ 
trol  that  should  be  vested  in  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Agriculture,  but  in  addition  to 
that  it  also  will  make  it  extremely  costly. 

The  history  of  the  present  Commodity 
Credit  Corporation  Charter  Act  does  not 
contemplate  any  such  arrangement  as 
section  408  contemplates  and  intends  to 
put  into  operation  and  which  will  go  into 
operation  unless  the  Brown  amendment 
prevails. 

If  only  part-time  Board  members  from 
outside  the  Department  of  Agriculture 
are  used  in  these  capacities  then  we  will 
encounter  serious  difficulties,  caused  by 
persons  who  are  unfamiliar  with  the  re¬ 
quired  operations.  There  would  be  de¬ 
lays  in  Board  action  which  at  times  are 
required  to  be  done  on  relatively  short 
notice.  There  would  be  additional  sala¬ 
ries,  travel,  staff,  and  also  additional  in¬ 
cidental  expenses  and  other  unnecessary 
costs. 

_  One  of  the  main  faults  I  found  with 
the  operation  of  the  Commodity  Credit 
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Corporation  was  that  there  is  too  much 
waste  there  now.  Let  us  not  as  legis¬ 
lators  indicate  our  approval  of  any  more 
waste.  Let  us  try  to  make  the  operation 
as  economical  as  possible.  If  full-time 
Eoard  members  and  officers  who  have  no 
other  functions  within  the  Department 
are  required,  then  by  the  section  of  the 
bill,  now  sought  to  be  eliminated,  there 
will  be  created  another  echelon  of 
highly  paid  Government  employees.  If 
you  are  going  to  get  the  job  done  it  has 
to  be  done  by  paid  employees.  But  let 
us  not  have  two  sets  of  them.  One  is 
enough.  The  job  should  be  done  by  the 
Commodity  Credit  Corporation.  There 
will  be  two  major  areas  of  operation  and 
of  responsibilities,  to  a  large  extent 
duplicated  within  the  Department  of 
Agriculture  unless  the  Brown  amend¬ 
ment  prevails. 

I  think  it  is  quite  sufficient  to  say  that 
the  Committee  on  Agriculture  rightfully 
complains  that  its  jurisdiction  is  being 
invaded.  It  is  quite  enough  that  the 
Banking  and  Currency  Committee  urges 
that  its  jurisdiction  is  being  invaded. 
But  beyond  those  two  good  reasons  for 
taking  out  section  408  there  are  all  the 
other  very  valid  reasons  I  have  stated 
for  concentrating  control  and  power 
where  it  belongs  and  eliminating  waste 
and  saving  expense.  I  urge  that  the 
Brown  amendment  be  adopted. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  recog¬ 
nizes  the  gentleman  from  California  [Mr. 
Hiestand] 

(Mr.  HIESTAND  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  HIESTAND.  Mr.  Chairman,  here 
we  have  a  matter  of  organization.  I 
very  much  dislike  to  disagree  with  my 
good  friend,  the  chairman  of  the  Sub¬ 
committee  on  Appropriations,  and  I  ap¬ 
preciate  the  work  that  the  Committee  on 
Appropriations  has  done.  I  have  been 
voting  with  them  and  backing  them  up 
100  percent  of  the  time.  But  here,  Mr. 
Chairman,  comes  a  case  where  we  are 
going  to  be  involved  in  more  money  in¬ 
stead  of  saving  money,  and  there  I  feel 
constrained  to  support  the  gentleman 
from  North  Carolina,  the  chairman  of 
the  Committee  on  Agriculture. 

The  Commodity  Credit  Corporation 
was  organized  under  Banking  and  Cur¬ 
rency  because  of  its  large  loan  neces¬ 
sity.  It  was  felt  at  that  time  that  the 
general  control  should  have  been  under 
Banking  and  Currency,  and  it  is  still. 
I  believe  the  point  of  order  should  have 
been  sustained  because  this  not  only 
limits  an  appropriation  but  it  also 
changes  the  effect  of  the  legislation.  It 
divorces  the  responsibility  from  agricul¬ 
ture  where  it  should  be.  The  Corpora¬ 
tion’s  activities  are  not  an  end  in  them¬ 
selves,  but  a  means  of  implementing 
farm  programs.  I  think  that  is  very 
important. 

The  Department  of  Agriculture  has 
to  operate  the  Commodity  Stabilization 
Service,  it  has  the  responsibility  for 
acreage  allotments,  market  quotas,  the 
Wool  Act,  the  Sugar  Act,  and  other  de¬ 
partmental  activities  which  are  closely 
related  to  the  price  support  program.  If 
you  take  away  the  responsibility  of  that, 


they  have  no  authority  over  a  farm  pro¬ 
gram  whatsoever. 

Conceivably  there  will  be  many  execu¬ 
tive  decisions  made  by  the  top  Agricul¬ 
ture  Department  officials  which,  if  this 
amendment  is  left  in  the  bill,  could  then 
be  vetoed  by  another  Bureau.  We  would 
be  setting  up  a  new  and  a  different  Bu¬ 
reau  and,  Mr.  Chairman,  I  am  opposed 
to  that.  These  executive  decisions  must 
be  implemented.  They  must  be  imple¬ 
mented  by  people  who  have  the  authority 
to  implement  them.  If  we  take  away 
that  authority,  we  are  weakening  the 
whole  program.  I  do  not  defend  every¬ 
thing  about  the  program,  but  certainly 
those  in  charge  should  have  the  power  to 
administer  it. 

Again,  Mr.  Chairman,  let  me  reiterate 
that  this  was  tried  and  it  failed.  Con¬ 
gress  reversed  itself.  I  hope  that  the 
amendment  to  kill  this  section  408  is 
adopted. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  recog¬ 
nizes  the  gentleman  from  Minnesota 
[Mr.  Marshall]  . 

Mr.  MARSHALL.  Mr.  Chairman,  this 
language  was  put  in  by  the  Committee 
on  Appropriations  for  many  of  the  very 
reasons  that  the  people  are  saying  it 
ought  to  be  taken  out  for  now.  We  put 
it  in  because  we  felt  that  a  corporation 
of  this  size  ought  to  have  people  who 
were  working  full  time  taking  care  of 
the  assets  of  that  corporation.  These 
people  who  are  members  of  the  board 
now  are  people  who  are  full-time  em¬ 
ployees  of  the  Department  of  Agi'icul- 
ture.  Those  people  have  their  hands 
full  working  with  the  activities  of  the 
Department  of  Agriculture. 

Furthermore,  they  are  very  often 
placed  under  pressures  which  interfere 
with  the  operations  of  the  Department 
of  Agriculture.  Many  times  they  are 
called  out  of  town  to  make  decisions. 
There  have  been  times  that  the  Com¬ 
modity  Credit  Corporation  board  has 
been  in  difficulty  meeting  to  make  deci¬ 
sions  because  these  people  have  been 
out  of  town.  We  thought  from  the 
standpoint  of  good  administration  and 
good  sound  administration  and  saving 
the  assets  of  the  corporation,  that  it  was 
time  that  some  attention  was  paid  to 
those  things.  It  was  not  our  purpose 
to  take  any  slap  at  anybody.  Why 
would  we  do  that?  We  work  with  the 
people  of  the  Department  of  Agriculture, 
and  we  have  repeatedly  said  that  those 
people  are  dedicated  people.  We  have 
repeatedly  said  that  they  ax-e  fine  people. 

Mr.  WIER.  Mi-.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  MARSHALL.  I  yield  to  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Minnesota. 

Mr.  WIER.  Did  your  committee  find 
any  evidence  that  the  employees  that 
constitute  this  board  of  directors  of  the 
Commodity  Credit  Corporation  were  be¬ 
ing  imposed  upon  working  for  Mr.  Ben¬ 
son  and  would  be  in  an  unfavorable  po¬ 
sition  to  disagree  with  the  Secretary  of 
Agriculture,  or  would  there  be  a  tend¬ 
ency  to  go  along  with  their  boss? 

Mr.  MARSHALL.  Certainly,  where 
you  have  a  man  who  is  the  head  of  the 
department,  a  policy  department,  it 
would  be  expected  that  that  man  would 
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have  an  influence  over  anybody  who  was 
working  in  the  department.  We  have 
heard  some  testimony  that  that  might 
not  be  the  most  wholesome  thing.  The 
pages  of  our  hearings  are  filled  with 
places  where  there  has  been  poor  judg¬ 
ment  used.  We  do  not  say  that  any¬ 
body  is  to  blame  for  making  some  of 
those  decisions.  But,  a  number  of  those 
top  people  in  the  department  who  are 
working  with  those  things  have  other 
things  to  do.  They  have  $9  billion  worth 
of  commodities  on  their  shelves. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  recog¬ 
nizes  the  gentleman  from  Utah  [Mr. 
Dixon], 

Mr.  McDONOUGH.  Mr.  Chairman, 
will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  DIXON.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman. 

Mr.  McDONOUGH.  The  charter  of  the 
Commodity  Credit  Corporation  provides 
that  it  shall  consist  of  six  members  in 
addition  to  the  Secretary  who  shall  be 
appointed  by  the  President  with  the  ad¬ 
vice  and  consent  of  the  Senate.  These 
people  are  not  picked  by  the  Secretary 
of  Agriculture.  They  are  appointed  by 
the  President  of  the  United  States  with 
the  advice  and  consent  of  the  Senate, 
and,  therefore,  they  should  be  devoted  to 
the  task  to  which  they  are  appointed. 

Mr.  DIXON.  Mr.  Chairman,  in  sum¬ 
mary  I  support  the  Brown  amendment 
which  would  eliminate  section  408  for 
reasons  as  follows: 

First,  it  would  place  the  CCC  Board 
outside  of  the  Department  of  Agriculture. 

Second,  that  violates  the  first  principle 
of  all  effective  administration,  which  is 
unity  of  command.  You  cannot  place  re¬ 
sponsibility  on  either  the  Board  or  the 
Secretary  if  you  do  this. 

Third,  a  somewhat  similar  arrange¬ 
ment  was  made  under  Secretary  Bran- 
nan.  He  came  to  the  Hill  and  asked  its 
repeal  because  it  was  absolutely  unwork¬ 
able.  And  it  was  repealed. 

Fourth,  it  would  cost  a  great  deal  more 
money  because  at  present  the  Board  con¬ 
sists  of  the  Secretary,  the  Under  Secre¬ 
tary,  the  Assistant  Secretary  for  Stabili¬ 
zation,  the  Assistant  Secretary  for  Mar¬ 
keting,  the  Assistant  Secretary  for. 
Federal-State  Relations,  the  Adminis¬ 
trator  of  Marketing,  the  General  Counsel 
of  the  Department.  They  are  on  the 
Board.  They  are  serving  at  no  extra  ex¬ 
pense  for  this  activity. 

In  addition  to  that,  it  would  take  out 
10  more  officials  who  are  already  being 
paid  by  the  Department  who  would  have 
to  be  replaced.  I  doubt  that  they  could 
be  replaced  anywhere  with  the  type  of 
men  we  have  working  for  the  Commodity 
Credit  Corporation. 

Really,  this  is  one  of  the  greatest  cor¬ 
porations  in  the  whole  world.  We  can¬ 
not  trust  it  to  bring  in  unprepared  out¬ 
side  people  who  possibly  will  have  vested 
interests  or  would  be  asked  to  rid  them¬ 
selves  of  these  conflicting  interests.  That 
absolutely  could  not  work  as  well  as  the 
arrangement  we  have  now.  We  tried  this 
arrangement  once  and  it  did  not  work 
and  it  will  not  work  again. 

I  certainly  favor  the  Brown  amend¬ 
ment  and  favor  striking  section  408  out 
of  the  bill. 
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The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  recog¬ 
nizes  the  gentleman  from  Mississippi 
[Mr.  Whitten]  to  close  the  debate. 

(Mr.  WHITTEN  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  am 
sorry  that  our  subcommittee  gets  ac¬ 
cused  of  trying  to  usurp  jurisdiction, 
which  really  we  have  not  done.  If  we 
have  tried  to  do  that,  we  have  not  been 
very  successful,  so  I  do  not  think  any 
harm  has  been  done.  Actually  I  might 
say  facetiously,  if  we  had,  it  would  have 
been  in  areas  which  these  committees 
have  abandoned.  The  facts  are  that  we 
have  not  done  that  in  any  of  these  in¬ 
stances.  It  is  clearly  within  the  rules 
to  write  restrictions  on  the  use  of  funds. 
It  is  effective  only  as  the  House  may 
approve  it  and  Congress  may  approve  it. 
Perhaps  in  our  efforts  we  have  chal¬ 
lenged  these  two  committees  to  exercise 
their  jurisdiction  to  save  a  country. 

Both  of  these  provisions  have  been 
held  in  order  which  means  that  they 
were  within  the  rules  of  the  House,  and 
they  are  clearly  within  the  jurisdiction 
of  this  Appropriations  Committee. 
Again,  they  will  be  effective  only  as  the 
Congress  approves  it.  The  other  was 
disapproved.  It  seems  impossbile  to  get 
out  a  farm  bill  or  to  cut  down  our  ex¬ 
penditures.  Too  many  seem  to  have  a 
vested  interest.  If  we  have  succeeded  in 
pointing  up  what  we  consider  our  fail¬ 
ures  we  will  have  had  some  success.  We 
lost  on  the  other  effort.  I  anticipate  we 
will  lose  this  one. 

But  I  want  to  say  again — and  I  would 
like  the  gentleman  from  California  to 
listen  to  this;  he  just  read  the  law  which 
says  that  the  officers  of  this  Corporation 
shall  be  nominated  by  the  President  and 
confirmed  by  the  Senate.  If  you  adopt 
everything  in  this  bill,  that  would  still 
be  the  law.  All  we  are  saying  is,  hav¬ 
ing  reviewed  these  tremendous  expendi¬ 
tures  and  again,  having  had  to  sign  the 
check?  and  read  the  papers  which  con¬ 
demn  the  cost  of  agriculture,  and  after 
hearing  all  the  speeches  about  how  we 
are  spending  this  country  into  bank¬ 
ruptcy  through  this  Corporation— we 
are  just  saying  that  a  $14  V2  billion  cor¬ 
poration  is  too  big  to  expect  these  full¬ 
time  employees  in  the  Department  to 
run  it  in  their  offhand  moments. 

For  instance,  here  are  the  present  di¬ 
rectors — and  I  cast  no  reflection  on 
them.  Mr.  True  D.  Morse,  Under  Sec¬ 
retary  of  Agriculture,  who  has  to  say 
grace  over  the  whole  operation  of  the 
Department.  He  also  in  his  spare  mo¬ 
ments  has  to  supervise  this  $14  V2  billion 
Corporation. 

If  that  Corporation  had  been  run  so 
well  that  it  had  gotten  to  where  it  came 
to  your  committee  and  asked  to  reduce 
its  borrowing  authority  through  the 
years,  I  might  understand  that;  that 
would  be  all  right.  But  the  only  juris¬ 
diction  that  I  think  my  friends  on  the 
Committee  on  Banking  and  Currency 
have  exercised  in  recent  years  is  that 
they  met  every  year  or  two  and  increased 
the  borrowing  authority  of  the  Corpora¬ 
tion  at  the  taxpayers’  expense. 

As  the  chairman  said,  the  Agriculture 
Committee  has  directed  the  Secretary  of 
Agriculture  to  spend  funds  of  the  Cor¬ 


poration.  He  certainly  has  done  so. 
Between  that  course  and  other  compul¬ 
sory  programs  we  have  spent  $26  billion 
and  the  Corporation,  instead  of  having 
$2.5  billion  worth  of  commodities  on 
hand,  as  it  had  in  1952,  now  has  $9  bil¬ 
lion  worth;  and  it  gets  worse  and  worse, 
largely  because  every  group  gets  its  cut 
and  farm  income  has  dropped  $3  billion 
in  7  years. 

I  hope  those  committees  who  thmk 
we  have  tried  to  invade  their  jurisdic¬ 
tion,  and  we  have  not,  will  not  think  I 
am  out  of  order  when  I  say  that  I  surely 
hope,  if  you  are  so  jealous  of  jurisdic¬ 
tion,  you  will  take  action.  We,  the  peo¬ 
ple  of  the  Nation,  could  really  stand  a 
new  farm  bill  which  would  restore  farm 
income  and  prevent  us  from  spending 
the  $3  billion-odd  in  this  bill.  We 
point  out  the  fact  that  it  gets  costlier 
and  costlier  and  costlier  and  costlier, 
and  our  friends  on  the  Agriculture  Com¬ 
mittee  seem  to  get  wider  and  wider 
apart  so  far  as  bringing  anything  in  the 
way  of  a  sound  farm  bill  before  us.  To¬ 
day  is  the  first  time  I  have  seen  any 
unanimity  among  our  friends  on  the 
legislative  committee  in  a  long  time.  It 
is  about  the  first  time  I  have  heard  of 
where  they  agreed  on  anything,  and  that 
was  to  agree  to  knock  out  our  efforts  to 
save  $166  million  in  the  future.  That  is 
all  right  but  if  our  efforts  have  served 
to  unite  this  committee,  I  hope  they  will 
continue  to  be  united  tomorrow,  tomor¬ 
row,  and  tomorrow,  and  perhaps  then 
we  will  get  some  new  farm  legislation 
which  is  so  badly  needed.,  by  the  farmer 
and  by  the  Nation.  I  hope  you  will  read 
our  report. 

Mr.  McDONOUGH.  .  Mr.  Chairman, 
will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  California. 

Mr.  McDONOUGH.  The  gentleman 
said  the  present  board  is  occupied  with 
other  duties.  He  has  not  informed  the 
committee  how  he  can  economize  by 
picking  people  from  the  outside  who  are 
not  even  part  of  the  Department  and 
know  nothing  about  its  operations. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  With  all  due  defer¬ 
ence,  I  think  the  gentleman  would  agree 
that  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation 
was  organized  as  a  corporation  so  it 
could  have  the  right  to  buy  and  sell,  so 
it  could  be  run  on  a  business  basis.  The 
officers  are  sworn  to  protect  the  assets 
of  the  Corporation,  because  they  in  real¬ 
ity  are  protecting  the  people  of  the  coun¬ 
try.  Let  me  list  the  regular  duties  of 
the  Directors  of  the  Corporation. 

DIRECTORS  OP  CCC 

Ezra  Taft  Benson,  Secretary  of  Ag¬ 
riculture. 

True  D.  Morse,  Undersecretary  of  Ag¬ 
riculture. 

Ervin  L.  Peterson,  Assistant  Secretary 
for  Federal-States  Relations — including 
research,  extension,  soil  conservation. 
Farmer  Cooperative  Service,  Forest 
Service,  and  ACP — 56,000  people. 

Clarence  L.  Miller,  Assistant  Secre¬ 
tary  for  Marketing — including  market¬ 
ing  research  and  service,  Commodity 
Exchange  Authority,  Foreign  Agricul¬ 
tural  Service — 10,000  people. 

Marvin  L.  McLain,  Assistant  Secre¬ 
tary  for  Agricultural  Stabilization — in¬ 


cluding  acreage  controls,  price  supports, 
Sugar  Act,  conservation  reserve,  crop 
insurance,  Commodity  Credit  Corpora¬ 
tion — 9,000  people. 

General  Counsel — in  charge  of  all 
legal  activities  for  the  entire  Depart¬ 
ment. 

Oris  V.  Wells,  Administrator,  Agricul¬ 
tural  Marketing  Service — including 
marketing  research,  statistics,  crop  esti¬ 
mates,  market  regulation,  market  news 
service,  school  lunch  program. 

Take  Mr.  Peterson.  How  he  has  time 
for  anything  I  do  not  know. 

Mr.  McDONOUGH.  His  judgment  as 
a  Director  of  the  Corporation  is  better 
for  these  other  things,  because  he  de¬ 
cides  what  the  prices  shall  be  and  what 
the  warehouse  costs  shall  be,  and  he  is 
buying  and  selling  these  commodities. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  The  Corporation  is 
buying  and  selling  and  storing  and  in¬ 
curring  expenses  and  trying,  I  trust,  to 
protect  the  assets  of  the  Corporation. 
If  you  spend  all  your  time  dealing  with 
forestry  agents  and  county  agents  and 
ACP  people  I  do  not  think  it  would  par¬ 
ticularly  equip  you  to  run  a  $14.5  billion 
corporation;  and  I  do  not  mean  to  reflect 
on  Mr.  Peterson. 

Mr.  Chairman,  we  are  going  to  lose  this 
fight,  as  we  did  the  other.  To  me  it 
means  the  Congress  is  not  going  to 
change  the  present  law,  nor  the  present 
course.  Too  many  groups  are  getting  a 
cut,  so  to  speak,  in  this  overproduction. 
To  me  it  is  tragic  that  we  must  have  a 
boom  and  bust  before  we  will  face  up  to 
the  situation. 

Mr.  Chairman,  members  of  our  sub¬ 
committee  will  at  least  have  the  comfort 
of  spelling  out  the  facts  in  our  report 
and  of  at  least  making  an  effort. 

The  CHAIRMAN.-  The  question  is  on 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Georgia  [Mr.  Brown], 

The  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

The  Clerk  concluded  the  reading  of 
the  bill. 

Mr.  GOODELL.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
move  to  strike  out  the  last  word. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  will  vote  no  empha¬ 
tically  on  this  appropriation  bill  in  pro¬ 
test  against  the  backbreaking  and 
senseless  farm  program  which  Congress 
seems  blindly  committed  to  perpetuate. 
Our  congressional  experts  'do  not  like 
what  Secretary  Benson  and  President 
Eisenhower  send  up  here,  but  they  do 
not  seem  to  have  any  disposition  to  face 
facts  themselves.  Under  a  program  of 
high  price  supports  without  any  rela¬ 
tionship  to  the  market  price,  the  Con¬ 
gress — and  no  one  else — has  imposed 
this  monstrous  burden  on  the  American 
people.  If  reports  from  the  so-called 
farm  belt  in  the  Midwest  are  true,  these 
congressional  experts  know  their  busi¬ 
ness  in  exploiting  political  issues.  The 
rugged  self-reliance  of  the  big  wheat 
farmers  seems  to  have  gone — smothered 
and  stifled  by  the  heavy  hand  of  our 
Washington  experts. 

It  may  be  that  these  owners  of  farm 
factories  will  vote  for  no  one  who  does 
not  promise  them  a  handout,  but  there 
is  still  some  spirit  left  in  our  other 
farmers  in  this  countiy.  In  the  long 
run  you  will  strangle  not  only  the  big 
wheat  farmers,  but  our  whole  system  of 
free  agriculture  if  you  continue  down 
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the  desolate  road  of  political  expediency. 
If  I  did  not  cry  out  in  pain  and  anger 
at  such  a  prospect,  I  could  not  face  the 
people  back  home.  Let  us  stop  making 
political  hay  and  stand  up  to  the  farm 
issue  with  some  courage  and  honesty. 
The  people  need  solutions,  not  issues. 

(Mr.  GOODELL  asked  and  was  given 
remarks  ) 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Maryland.  Mr. 
Chairman,  I  move  to  strike  out  the  last 
word. 

(Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Maryland  asked 
and  was  given  permission  to  revise  and 
extend  his  remarks.) 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Maryland.  Mr. 
Chairman,  in  the  debate  today  on  the  ap¬ 
propriation  measure  for  the  Department 
of  Agriculture  and  Farm  Credit  Admin¬ 
istration  there  was  a  point  of  order  sus¬ 
tained  striking  the  provision  entitled 
“Marketing  Services.”  In  particular 
this  deals  with  the  Federal  Poultry  In¬ 
spection  Act.  I  want  the  Members  to 
know  the  great  impact  this  will  have  on 
the  poultry  industry,  especially  on  the 
Eastern  Shore  of  Maryland.  In  my  dis¬ 
trict  this  is  considered  a  $200  million 
industry  and  a  most  importent  segment 
of  our  local  economy.  I  wonder,  there¬ 
fore  if  the  Members  realize  just  how  far 
reaching  the  elimination  of  this  section 
proves  and  the  seriousness  of  its  conse¬ 
quences. 

As  I  understand,  this  bill  as  now 
amended,  we  will  continue  with  compul¬ 
sory  Federal  inspection  of  poultry,  but 
the  Department  of  Agriculture  will  no 
longer  make  a  contribution  toward  the 
expense  of  this  inspection  service.  At 
the  same  time,  the  Government  contin¬ 
ues  to  defray  the  inspection  costs  for 
meats.  This  I  consider  to  be  discrimi¬ 
natory  to  our  poultrymen  and  as  long  as 
I  am  in  Congress  I  shall  continue  to  pro¬ 
tect  their  interest. 

May  I  say,  Mr.  Chairman,  that  the 
poultry  industry  today  is  so  highly  com¬ 
petitive  that  unless  some  substantial  ap¬ 
propriation  is  made  available  for  Fed¬ 
eral  Inspection  of  poultry,  our  plants 
may  be  financially  jeopardized.  When 
you  place  this  additional  expense  on  our 
poultrymen,  which  amounts  to  one-half 
cent  or  more  per  pound,  it  is  just  an 
added  burden  that  I  fear  our  people 
cannot  absorb.  It  was  Congress  who  re¬ 
quired  this  mandatory  inspection  which 
begin  about  a  year  ago  and  from  all  re¬ 
ports,  it  is  working  rather  well  and  with¬ 
out  too  much  criticism.  I  cannot  justi¬ 
fy  my  position  in  voting  for  this  agri¬ 
cultural  appropriation  bill  without  the 
Government  defraying  its  share  of  the 
expense  of  the  mandatory  inspection 
service.  I  sincerely  hope,  therefore, 
that  this  committee  will  work  with  the 
committee  of  the  other  body  and  in  turn 
restore  sufficient  funds  so  that  the  poul¬ 
try  inspection  act  may  be  continued 
without  undue  hardship  to  my  people 
and  the  other  poultry  areas. 

Mr.  MARSHALL.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Maryland.  I  yield 
to  the  gentleman  from  Minnesota. 

Mr.  MARSHALL.  I  would  like  to  as¬ 
sure  the  gentleman,  and  I  am  sure  I 
am  speaking  the  sentiments  of  other 
members  of  the  committee  as  well,  that 
we  are  interested  in  doing  just  what  the 


gentleman  and  the  Congressman  from 
Delaware  have  recommended.  We  want 
these  programs  to  continue  in  as  eco¬ 
nomical  and  efficient  a  manner  as  pos¬ 
sible  just  as  the  gentleman  does.  We 
are  going  to  work  in  every  way  possi¬ 
ble  to  see  that  we  accomplish  that  pur¬ 
pose.  The  gentleman  from  Maryland 
has  talked  to  me  several  times  today 
about  this.  He  is  a  dedicated  Member 
of  the  Congress  and  looks  out  for  the 
interest  of  his  constituents.  I  think  it 
is  a  real  privilege  for  his  constituents 
to  have  him  here  representing  them. 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Maryland.  I  thank 
the  gentleman  from  Minnesota.  It  is 
gratifying  to  hear  that  the  committee 
will  cooperate  in  the  restoration  of  these 
funds. 

Mr.  McDOWELL.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Maryland.  I  yield 
to  the  gentleman  from  Delaware. 

Mr.  McDOWELL.  I  wish  to  com¬ 
mend  the  gentleman,  my  colleague  from 
the  Eastern  Shore  of  Maryland,  which 
is  a  part  of  the  great  Del-Mar-Va  poul¬ 
try  producing  area.  I  agree  with  him 
that  this  is  a  most  unfortunate  action  in 
the  House  today  that  these  poultry  in¬ 
spection  funds  have  been  stricken  from 
the  bill.  I,  too,  hope  that  the  commit¬ 
tee  of  conference  or  the  other  body  itself 
in  their  wisdom  will  restore  these  funds 
so  that  not  only  the  industry  may  bene¬ 
fit  from  poultry  inspection,  but  that  the 
consumers  may  have  this  protection,  the 
same  protection  that  all  other  agricul¬ 
ture  products  have  today  under  this  act. 

(Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Maryland  asked 
and  was  given  permission  to  revise  and 
extend  his  remarks.) 

Mr.  ROBISON.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  pre¬ 
sume  that  in  some  quarters  a  vote  against 
the  1961  Department  of  Agriculture  and 
Farm  Credit  Administration  appropria¬ 
tion  bill — H.R.  12117 — will  be  considered 
an  act  of  legislative  irresponsibility. 
Maybe  so,  but,  for  so  long  as  the  present 
politically  inspired  congressional  dead¬ 
lock  that  prevents  the  passage  of  con¬ 
structive  legislation  in  the  price -support 
field  continues,  I  shall  feel  constrained 
to  vote  against  any  and  all  agricultural 
appropriations  bills.  It  seems  to  me  that 
to  do  otherwise  would  be  an  act  of  greater 
legislative  irresponsibility. 

I  have  studied  the  committee  report 
that  accompanies  H.R.  12117  with  inter¬ 
est.  It  is  indicative  of  a  great  deal  of 
hard  work  on  the  part  of  the  members  of 
the  Committee  on  Appropriations  who 
have  struggled  with  this  problem  which 
is,  in  my  opinion,  the  most  difficult  do¬ 
mestic  economic  issue  that  we  face.  At 
the  same  time,  it  is  also  indicative  of  the 
partisan  philosophical  split  that  prevents 
this  Congress,  as  it  has  past  Congresses, 
from  finding  the  courage  and  common- 
sense  to  accept  the  inevitable  and  to  seek 
a  radically  new  approach. 

What  is  that  approach?  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  I  confess  I  do  not  know  the  specifics 
of  the  way  we  should  take,  but  I  do  know 
that  it  was  a  sorry  day  for  the  American 
farmer  when  this  body  embarked  upon  a 
course  of  seeking  to  find  political  solu¬ 
tions  for  the  problems  of  agriculture. 
The  program  that  Congress  put  together 
a  generation  ago  in  the  dark  days  of  the 


great  depression,  and  that  subsequent 
Congresses  have  been  embroidering  upon 
ever  since,  goes  way  beyond  the  proper 
role  that  government,  as  I  see  it,  should 
play  in  assisting  in  the  orderly  market¬ 
ing  of  agricultural  products  by  providing 
protection  against  inevitable  seasonal 
changes  in  supply  and  demand,  and  in 
leading  the  way  through  research  and 
development  toward  new  markets  and 
new  marketplaces.  It  seeks  instead  to 
disregard  self-restraint  and  to  substitute 
the  easy-seeming  virtues  of  govern¬ 
mental  guarantees.  The  results  have 
been  self-evident  and  all  add  up  to  such 
an  overwhelming  picture  of  disastrous 
failure  that  they  can  no  longer  be  ob¬ 
scured  by  any  amount  of  political  buck¬ 
passing  or  finger  pointing. 

It  has  been  a  well-meaning  effort  by 
men  of  good  will  but  it  has  hurt  the 
most  the  little  family  farmer  it  was  in¬ 
tended  to  help,  and  at  the  same  time  has 
enabled  other  natural  opportunists  tc 
make  fortunes  out  of  his  misery.  It  has 
left  that  same  family  farmer  foundering 
in  a  confusing  sea  of  political  decisions 
over  which  he  has  less  and  less  control 
and  improperly  marked  him,  in  the  eyes 
of  the  consumer  and  the  taxpayer,  as  s 
economic  parasite  they  must  somehow 
get  off  their  backs. 

By  ignoring  what  would  seem  to  be  £ 
basic  precept  that  farm  production  car 
never  be  balanced  with  effective  markei 
demand  by  legislation  so  long  as  in¬ 
creased  production  is  encouraged  bj 
guaranteed  prices,  that  same  prograrr 
has  produced  for  us  virtual  harvests  o: 
insanity  that  we  can  neither  sell  or  givi 
away  and  that  cost  us  over  a  million  ant 
a  half  dollars  a  day,  each  and  every  da: 
of  the  year  including  the  extra  day  o 
this  leap  year,  just  to  store. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  committee  report  i: 
replete  with  conclusions  to  the  effec 
that,  and  I  quote,  “What  we  have  beei 
doing  has  not,  worked.”  I  could  no 
agree  more.  It  is  also  replete  witl 
urgent  demands  to  the  effect  that,  am 
again  I  quote,  “something  has  to  b 
done.”  Once  again,  I  could  not  agre< 
more. 

However,  when  it  comes  to  the  ques¬ 
tion  of  what  must  be  done,  outside  o 
the  statement  that  this  Congress  ant 
the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  ought  t< 
“get  together”  without  delay,  one  car 
search  the  report  in  vain  without  find 
ing  any  specific  suggestion  for  improv 
ing  the  situation  worthy  of  grasping  fo 
as  a  drowning  man  might  grasp  fo 
straws.  Thus,  that  same  student  of  thi 
report  must  turn  to  the  Committee  oi 
Agriculture  itself  in  an  effort  to  fin< 
what  is  in  the  wind;  whereupon,  if  hi 
reads  the  signs  accurately,  the  only  leg 
islative  proposal  of  the  many  befon 
that  committee  that  seems  to  have  i 
chance  is  something  called  by  the  high 
sounding  name  of  The  Family  Farn 
Income  Act  of  1960.  This  sound 
pretty  good  for  the  embattled  farme: 
constituent.  In  fact,  its  sponsors  cal 
it  an  enlightened  and  new  approach 
That  also  sounds  pretty  good,  but  ever: 
study  of  this  bill  seems  to  indicate  onl: 
that  it  is  a  dusted-off  repackage  of  wha 
used  to  be  called  the  Brannan  plan 
which  would  bring  the  three-fifths  par 
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of  American  agriculture  presently  free 
of  governmental  controls  under  strict 
Federal  regimentation,  and  go  a  little 
further  toward  making  virtual  serfs  of 
all  our  farmer  constituents.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  I  am  positive  that  my  farmers 
want  no  part  of  any  such  additional 
help.  They  want,  instead,  each  a 
chance  to  stand  on  his  own  two  feet 
again,  without  being  dependent  on  Gov¬ 
ernment  or  anybody  else,  striking  out 
vigorously  in  organized  ways  to  seek 
solutions  for  their  own  problems.  They 
realize  this  might  hurt  for  a  while,  be¬ 
cause  they  are  now  well  aware  that 
someone  always  gets  hurt  during  the 
course  of  an  economic  revolution  such 
as  American  agriculture  is  now  under¬ 
going,  but  they  think  that  the  long- 
range  benefits  for  them,  as  well  as  for 
America  itself,  will  make  that  courage 
on  their  part  well  worth  the  cost  and 
pain.  If  they  can  exhibit  that  sort  of 
faith  in  the  free  enterprise  system,  I 
want  to  stand  with  them. 

Mr.  Chairman,  does  it  make  sense  for 
the  Congress  to  continue  to  prescribe 
massive  doses  of  the  same  sort  of 
medicine,  namely,  governmental  tinker¬ 
ing  with  the  operation  of  the  natural 
laws  of  supply  and  demand,  when  it 
should  already  be  evident  to  everyone 
here  that  such  a  prescription  is  only 
making  our  patient’s  condition  more 
critical?  I  think  not,  and  it  is  for  that 
reason  that  I  have  introduced  in  this 
Congress  a  bill  which  would  terminate 
the  price-support  program.  My  bill  is 
known  as  H.R.  9781,  and  though  I  rea¬ 
lize  it  would  not  go  anywhere,  it  is 
there,  along  with  several  others  like  it, 
for  anyone  to  hang  their  hat  on  who 
may  care  to  do  so.  I  also  realize  that 
Uncle  Sam  cannot  and  should  not  let  go 
of  both  of  the  farmer’s  hands  at  once, 
as  my  bill  would  purport  to  do,  and  that, 
instead,  there  would  have  to  be  care¬ 
fully  worked  out  specific  governmental 
aids  to  help  him  through  the  period  of 
adjustment  that  would  necessarily  fol¬ 
low  any  gradual  withdrawal.  But,  these 
things  can  and  should  be  worked  out, 
if  we  but  have  the  wisdom  and  the  de¬ 
sire  to  do  now  what  we  will  inevitably 
have  to  do  some  day  in  the  not-too- 
distant  future. 

Let  me  make  clear  that  there  are 
many  provisions  and  programs  in  this 
appropriation  bill  that  I  fully  support, 
including,  I  am  happy  to  note,  a  partial 
funding  of  the  much-needed  National 
Soil  and  Water  Research  Center  sched¬ 
uled  for  construction  at  my  alma  mater, 
Cornell  University,  at  Ithaca,  N.Y. 
However,  feeling  as  strongly  as  I  do 
about  the  utter  foolishness  of  continuing 
the  present  price-support  program 
merely  because  we  are  unwilling  to  ac¬ 
cept  the  handwriting  on  the  wall  with 
respect  thereto  that  clearly  says,  “Fail¬ 
ure,  failure,  failure,"  I  must  cast  my  vote 
against  the  whole  measure. 

Mr.  ROGERS  of  Florida.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  I  notice  in  the  committee  report 
that  $19  million  is  recommended  for 
further  work  toward  eradicating  brucel¬ 
losis  during  the  1961  fiscal  year. 

I  certainly  agree  that  the  eradication 
of  brucellosis  in  cattle  is  a  worthwhile 
and  highly  desirable  objective.  It  is  a 


program  of  concern  to  both  the  State 
and  Federal  Governments.  Over  $3.5 
million  in  State  and  Federal  money  has 
been  spent  in  my  own  State  of  Florida 
since  1954  in  an  attempt  to  eradicate 
brucellosis  on  roughly  a  matching  basis. 
As  of  June  30,  1960,  it  is  estimated  that 
29  out  of  67  Florida  counties  will  have 
been  certified  modified-free  from  bru¬ 
cellosis.  This  means  simply  that  in 
those  counties  which  are  so  certified,  in¬ 
fection  has  been  reduced  to  the  point 
where  not  more  than  1  percent  of  the 
cattle  and  not  more  than  5  percent  of 
the  herds  show  evidence  of  the  disease. 

The  complete  cooperative  brucellosis 
eradication  program  carried  on  under 
the  auspices  of  the  Animal  Disease  Erad¬ 
ication  Division  of  the  U.S.  Department 
of  Agriculture  consists  of  two  parts. 
The  first  part  of  the  overall  program 
involves  calfhood  vaccination  and  the 
other  part  involves  testing  of  all  herds 
and  cattle  on  an  area  basis  and  elimina¬ 
tion  of  infected  animals.  Federal  funds 
are  available  only  to  those  States,  the 
counties  of  which  are  willing  to  accept 
the  whole  eradication  program,  that  is, 
both  calfhood  vaccination  and  test  and 
slaughter. 

The  counties  in  Florida  which  have 
accepted  the  complete  program  are  lo¬ 
cated  mostly  in  the  north  and  north¬ 
western  part  of  the  State  where  the 
herds  are  generally  smaller  and  the  con¬ 
ditions  different  in  contrast  to  those 
which  prevail  in  the  vast  range  lands  of 
central  and  southern  Florida. 

Because  of  this .  unique  situation  in 
some  areas  of  central  and  south  Florida, 
the  Florida  Cattlemen’s  Association  has 
endorsed  the  calfhood  vaccination  ap¬ 
proach  to  combating  the  disease.  In  a 
series  of  resolutions  dating  back  to  May 
1958  this  group  has  advocated  a  sus¬ 
pension  of  the  test  and  slaughter  phase 
of  the  program  and  has  asked  the  Flor¬ 
ida  Livestock  Board  to  initiate  a  pro¬ 
gram  of  compulsory  calfhood  vaccina¬ 
tion. 

At  this  point,  Mr.  Chairman,  I  would 
like  to  include  in  the  body  of  my  re¬ 
marks  portions  of  three  resolutions 
adopted  by  the  Florida  Cattlemeii’s  As¬ 
sociation.  The  first  of  these,  dated  May 
1958,  reads: 

Whereas  the  range  cattlemen  In  many 
areas  of  Florida  are  not  yet  ready  for  a 
compulsory  test  and  slaughter  eradication 
program  for  brucellosis;  and 

Whereas,  in  any  event,  this  program  has 
not  been  proved  to  be  100  percent  effective 
in  other  areas ;  Be  it 

Resolved,  That  the  Florida  Cattlemen’s 
Association  hereby  requests  the  Livestock 
Board  to  concentrate  its  efforts. in  this  field 
on  an  extensive  calfhood  vaccination  pro¬ 
gram  in  lieu  of  its  present  county-by¬ 
county  modified  brucellosis-free  program. 

The  second  of  these  resolutions, 
adopted  in  May  of  1959,  reads  as  fol¬ 
lows: 

Be  it  resolved.  That  the  Brucellosis  Com¬ 
mittee  of  the  Florida  Cattlemen's  Associa¬ 
tion  recommend  to  the  Florida  Livestock 
Board  that  the  further  extension  of  the 
test  and  slaughter  program  be  temporarily 
suspended  and  that  we  request  the  cattle 
Industry  of  Florida  to  endeavor  to  have 
passed  a  law  permitting  the  Florida  Live¬ 
stock  Board  to  inaugurate  a  compulsory 
calfhood  vaccination  program. 
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The  third  resolution,  adopted  in  Oc¬ 
tober  of  1959,  reads: 

Whereas  the  brucellosis  regulations  of  the 
several  States  relative  to  the  entry  of 
breeding  animals  from  other  States  are 
quite  varied;  and 

Whereas  the  Council  of  Southern  Cattle¬ 
men’s  Association  Presidents  has  agreed  to 
seek  approval  from  the  livestock  sanitary 
authorities  of  each  southern  State  for  a 
uniform  regulation  allowing  calfhood  vac¬ 
cinates  to  move  into  each  State  without 
further  tests,  regardless  of  age  and  the 
brucellosis-free  status  of  the  county  of 
origin;  Be  it 

Resolved,  That  the  Florida  Cattlemen’s 
Association,  meeting  in  Silver  Springs,  Fla. 
on  October  29,  1959,  hereby  endorses  this 
effort  and  asks  the  Florida  Livestock  Board 
to  take  whatever  steps  are  necessary  to  put 
into  effect  this  simplified  imports  require¬ 
ment  for  breeding  animals  entering  Florida. 

Also,  I  would  like  to  quote  a  portion 
of  a  letter  I  received  from  Mr.  J.  O. 
Pearce,  Jr.,  president  of  the  Florida  Cat¬ 
tlemen’s  Association.  It  reads,  in  part: 

We  have  studied  very  thoroughly  the  effects 
and  results  of  the  brucellosis  program  on  the 
cattle  industry  of  our  State  and  found  that 
calfhood  vaccination  is  the  best  way  to  con¬ 
trol  brucellosis  in  Florida.  Therefore,  these 
resolutions  have  been  adopted. 

Immediately  after  the  adoption  of  the 
resolution  in  May  of  1959,  the  USDA  with¬ 
drew  all  money  from  the  program  except 
where  the  full  test  and  slaughter  program 
was  in  effect.  We  had  spent  years  trying  to 
get  cattlemen  in  central  and  southern  Florida 
on  the  calfhood  vaccination  program.  ’J’hen 
suddenly  it  was  withdrawn,  leaving  the  cat¬ 
tlemen  in  the  central  and'  southern  part  of 
the  State  with  no  program  at  all.  Any  cat¬ 
tleman  that  vaccinated  calves  had  to  hire  a 
veterinarian  to  do  the  work  for  him. 

During  the  past  year,  of  the  calfhood  vac¬ 
cinates  tested  in  Florida,  less  than  2  percent 
were  reactors.  We  feel  that  any  time  you 
get  over  98  percent  protection  by  immuniza¬ 
tion  you  are  on  the  road  to  eradication  of 
that  disease. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  submit  the  position 
of  the  Florida  Cattlemen’s  Association  in 
the  record  to  show  that  an  honest  dif¬ 
ference  of  opinion  exists  as  to  the  best 
way  to  eradicate  brucellosis — at  least,  in 
a  large  portion  of  the  State  of  Florida. 
The  record  will  indicate  a  sincere  desire 
on  the  part  of  our  State  officials  and  our 
cattlemen  to  rid  Florida  cattle  of  this 
disease.  The  Department  of  Agriculture 
is  insistent  on  State  acceptance  of  a  com¬ 
plete  program  before  Federal  funds  are 
forthcoming.  I  would  simply  like  to 
point  out  that  a  program  which  is  adapt¬ 
able  in  one  part  of  the  country  may  not 
meet  the  needs  of  another  section.  I 
would  ask  that  the  Department  reex¬ 
amine  the  brucellosis  program  in  Florida 
in  an  effort  to  arrive  at  a  solution  which 
will  best  meet  the  needs  of  our  Florida 
cattlemen. 

Mr.  METCALF.  Mr.  Chairman,  at  his 
press  conference  on  February  10,  1960, 
President  Eisenhower  was  asked  about 
the  school  support  bill  passed  by  the 
other  body.  His  reply  included  these 
words: 

I  do  not  believe  the  Federal  Government 
ought  to  be  in  the  business  of  paying  a  local 
official. 

During  debate  on  the  Interior  Depart¬ 
ment  appropriation  bill,  I  pointed  out 
that  the  measure  under  consideration 
provided  money  to  help  pay  the  salaries 
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of  at  least  95,653  local  officials.  During 
debate  on  the  appropriation  bill  for  the 
Department  of  Health,  Education,  and 
Welfare  and  the  Labor  Department,  I 
noted  that  Federal  money  would  help 
pay  the  salaries  of  at  least  562,000  State 
and  local  officials,  including  some  316,- 
666  public  elementary  and  secondary 
schoolteachers.  The  total  of  the  State 
and  local  officials  paid  at  least  in  part 
with  Federal  funds  provided  by  those 
two  bills  is  minimum  of  657,653. 

Under  the  bill  before  us  today.  Fed¬ 
eral  money  would  help  pay  the  salaries 
of  at  least  71,665  State  and  local  officials. 
They  include  15,000  extension  service 
employees,  extension  agents  and  exten¬ 
sion  service  workers  and  5,500  exten¬ 
sion  service  clerical  employees,  in  all  50 
States;  9,165  members  of  State  ASC 
committees  and  program  staffs,  and  22,- 
000  ASC  clerical  employees,  also  in  all 
50  States;  plus  some  20,000  State  ex¬ 
periment  workers  in  those  States  which 
have  land-grant  colleges. 

These  three  bills  include  a  total  of  at 
least  729,308  State  and  local  employees 
paid  at  least  in  part  with  Federal  funds. 

As  I  have  said  before,  I  favor  the  use 
of  Federal  tax  funds  for  paying  these 
local  officials,  including  schoolteachers. 
Before  action  on  this  bill  in  the  other 
body,  I  hope  someone  will  ask  the  Presi¬ 
dent  to  make  his  position  clear.  Does 
he  want  these  local  officials,  including 
hundreds  of  thousands  of  teachers,  to 
continue  to  be  paid  in  part  with  Federal 
funds,  or  does  he  want  Federal  support 
withdrawn  from  these  programs? 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
move  that  the  Committee  do  now  rise' 
and  report  the  bill  back  to  the  House 
with  sundry  amendments,  with  the  rec¬ 
ommendation  that  the  amendments  be 
agreed  to,  and  that  the  bill,  as  amended, 
do  pass. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to. 

Accordingly,  the  Committee  rose;  and 
the  Speaker  having  resumed  the  chair, 
Mr.  Kilday,  Chairman  of  the  Committee 
of  the  Whole  House  on  the  State  of  the 
Union,  reported  that  that  Committee, 
having  had  under  consideration  the  bill 
(H.R.  12117)  making  appropriations  for 
the  Department  of  Agriculture  and  Farm 
Credit  Administration  for  the  fiscal  year 
ending  June  30,  1961,  and  for  other  pur¬ 
poses,  had  directed  him  to  report  the  bill 
back  to  the  House  with  sundry  amend-* 
ments,  with  the  recommendation  that 
the  amendments  be  agreed  to,  and  that 
the  bill,  as  amended,  do  pass. 

The  previous  question  was  ordered. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  a  separate  vote 
demanded  on  any  amendment? 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask 
for  a  separate  vote  on  the  so-called 
Cooley  amendment. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  a  separate  vote 
demanded  on  any  other  amendment?  If 
not,  the  Chair  will  put  the  remaining 
amendments  en  gross. 

The  amendments  were  agreed  to. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  Clerk  will  report 
the  amendment  on  which  a  separate  vote 
has  been  demanded. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows : 

Page  30,  beginning  on  line  6,  strike  out 
"Provided  further,  That  no  part  of  these 
funds  may  be  used  to  formulate  or  admin¬ 


ister  a  program  which  provides  for  reclassing 
of  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  cotton 
after  time  of  sale  to  private  individuals  or 
organizations :  ”, 


The  SPEAKER.  The  question  is  on 
the  amendment. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Mr.  Speaker,  on  that 
I  ask  for  the  yeas  and  nays. 

The  yeas  and  nays  were  refused. 

The  question  was  taken;  and  the 
amendment  was  agreed  to. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  question  is  on 
the  engrossment  and  third  reading  of 
the  bill. 

The  bill  was  ordered  to  be  engrossed 
and  read  a  third  time,  and  was  read  the 
third  time. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  question  is  on 
the  passage  of  the  bill. 

Mr.  TABER.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  offer  a 
motion  to  recommit. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  the  gentleman  op¬ 
posed  to  the  bill? 

Mr.  TABER.  I  am,  Mr.  Speakex*. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  Clerk  will  re¬ 
port  the  motion  to  recommit. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows : 

Mr.  Taber  moves  to  recommit  the  bill  to 
the  Committee  on  Appropriations. 


By  unanimous  consent  the  previous 
question  was  ordered. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  question  is  on 
the  motion  to  recommit. 

The  motion  to  recommit  was  rejected. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  question  is  on 
the  passage  of  the  bill. 

The  bill  was  passed. 

A  motion  to  reconsider  was  laid  on 
the  table. 


CORRECTION  OF  ROLLCALL 


Mr.  KARSTEN.  Mr.  Speaker,  on  roll- 
call  No.  85  I  am  recorded  as  being  absent. 
I  was  present  and  answered  to  my  name. 
I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  the  per¬ 
manent  Record  and  Journal  may  be  cor¬ 
rected  accordingly. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Missouri? 

There  was  no  objection. 

Mr.  LEVERING.  Mr.  Speaker,  on  roll- 
call  No.  82  I  am  recorded  as  being  absent. 
I  was  present  and  answered  to  my  name. 
I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  the  per¬ 
manent  Record  and  Journal  may  be  cor¬ 
rected  accordingly. 


The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from  Ohio? 
There  v'as  no  objection. 

Mr.  CRAMER.  Mr.  Speaker,  on  roll- 
call  No.  82  I  am  recorded  as  being  absent. 
I  was  present  and  answered  to  my  name. 
I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  the  per¬ 
manent  Record  and  Journal  may  be  cor¬ 
rected  accordingly. 
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The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  Irony 
Florida? 

There  was  no  objection.  ‘  / 


GENERAL  LEAVE  NTO  EXTEND 

Mr.  WHITTEN/ Mr.TSpeaker,  I  ask 
unanimous  con./it  that\all  Members 
may  have  5  legislative  daysSin  which  to 
extend  their  Remarks  on  tn^  bill  just 
passed. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  requ/t  of  the  gentleman  fron\  Mis¬ 
sissippi^ 

There  was  no  objection. 


FLIGHT  SAFETY  FOUNDATION 

(Mr.  McCORMACK  asked  -and  was 
given  permission  to  extend  £fs  remarks 
at  this  point  in  the  Record.)  , 

Mr.  McCORMACK.  Wly  Speaker,  the 
Flight  Safety  Foundation,  whose  opin¬ 
ions,-  I  believe,  carry  considerable  weight 
in  the  field  of  aeronautical  research  and 
survey,  has  stated  that  “the  most  critical 
problem  in  aviation  today  is  the  main¬ 
tenance  of  sepai^tion  between  aircraft.” 
For  some  time  T  have  been  forced  to  the 
same  conclu/on  by  the  revolutionary 
changes  th/  have  come  about  in  avia¬ 
tion,  partigoilarly  the  unparalleled  con¬ 
gestion  oy  our  airways  and  the  introduc¬ 
tion  o y  aircraft  of  fantastic  speeds. 
These/Changes  have  placed  an  enormous 
resp/isibility  upon  our  country’s  air 
traffic  control  service. 

n  a  message  to  the  national  meeting 
f  the  Air  Traffic  Control  Association, 
held  in  Oklahoma  City,  Okla.,  on  Oc¬ 
tober  9  of  last  year,  I  said: 

The  modernization  and  strengthening  of 
this  service,  therefore,  in  order  that  it  may 
be  able  to  grapple  successfully  with  the 
highly  complex  problems  of  this  jet  age, 
has  become  the  primary  aviation  problem  of 
our  time.  Since  this  problem  affects  the 
vital  interests  of  our  commerce,  our  national 
defense  and  the  lives  of  the  millions  of  men, 
women  and  children  who  travel  by  air.  its 
sound  solution  should  be  the  concern  of  all 
our  citizens. 

The  air  traffic  control  problem,  as  I  see  it, 
calls  for  modern  control  facilities,  equipment 
and  methods  of  control,  all  of  which  are  es¬ 
sential  to  its  sound  solution.  But  the  heart 
of  the  problem  is  the  human  element — the 
controller  himself,  the  man  on  whose  traffic 
separation  decisions  the  lives  of  so  many 
people  are  dependent.  X  was  delighted  to 
learn  recently  that  the  Air  Traffic  Control 
Association  not  only  recognizes  the  need  for 
a  modernized  control  system,  but  also  pro¬ 
poses  that  these  dedicated  men  of  the  con¬ 
trol  towers  and  centers  shall  be  given  a 
sound,  professional  status  with  adequate 
compensation,  retirement  and  other  appro¬ 
priate  protections. 

You  of  the  Air  Traffic  Control  Association 
ave  my  best  wishes  for  the  success  of  your 
1  rthy  and  enlightened  efforts  to  safeguard 
the^air  traffic  problem,  for  that  is  of  primary 
importance. 


Notts.  2  years  ago  the  Congress  recog¬ 
nized  the  seriousness  of  this  personnel 
problem'by  writing  into  the  new  Federal 
Aviation  'Act  of  1958  section  302(g). 
That  sectioh  directed  the  Administrator 
of  the  Federal  Aviation  Agency  to  make 
a  study  of  thisNpersonnel  problem,  giving 
due  consideration  to  the  need  for  special 
qualifications  ancl  training,  special  pro¬ 
visions  as  to  pay,  retirement,  and  hours 
of  service,  and  special  provisions  to  in¬ 
sure  the  availability  \nd  responsiveness 
of  the  air  traffic  control  personnel  in 
fulfilling  national  defence  requirements. 
The  Administrator  was  directed  to  report 
the  results  of  the  study,  with  his  recom¬ 
mendations,  to  Congress  on.  or  before 
January  1,  1960.  The  Administrator 
completed  his  study  substantially  in  due 
time,  but  the  report  has  not  yet  reached 
the  Congress  because  it  has  been\under 
study  by  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. 
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Thk  report  of  the  Subcommittee  on 
Aviation  of  the  Senate  Interstate  Com¬ 
merce  Osanmittee,  which  was  submitted 
by  its  chairman,  the  able  Senator  from 
Oklahoma/Nsenator  Monroney,  empha¬ 
sized  the  urgency  of  the  problem  with 
which  section  sp2(g)  is  concerned.  The 
report  stated: 

Aside  from  the  question  of  unified  service 
and  provisions  for  war  emergencies,  a  study 
is  urgently  required 'of  special  personnel 
problems  affecting  the  present  CAA  air-traffic 
control  operators.  It  is  therefore  the  inten¬ 
tion  of  your  committee  tns^t  the  personnel 
study  called  for  in  section  >302  (g)  include 
early  consideration  of  ways  ainl  means  for 
strengthening  the  present  air  traffic  control 
service  through  special  pay,  retirement,  and 
other  incentive  measures. 

It  seems  to  me,  Mr.  Speaker,  tlWt  the 
note  of  urgency  which  runs  through,  the 
Senate  report — Report  No.  1811 — reflects 
the  importance  of  this  problem  to  the 
million  airline  passengers  and  the  man: 
additional  people  using  private,  execu¬ 
tive,  and  other-than-airline  planes,  who 
annually  travel  our  airways.  The  dedi¬ 
cated  men  of  air  traffic  control  have 
maintained  up  to  this  time  an  amazingly 
high  record  of  safety  against  midair 
collisions,  despite  the  handicaps  under 
which  they  have  had  to  work;  but  the 
ravages  of  time  and,  more  important  still, 
the  devastating  effects  of  the  stress  and 
strain  of  their  nerve-wracking  task,  are 
building  up  conditions  that  are  certain 
to  jeopardize  safety  unless  corrective 
measures  are  taken. 

The  question  of  a  realistic  retirement 
policy,  such  as  Congress  provided  a  num¬ 
ber  of  years  ago  for  the  men  of  the  FBI, 
and  the  question  of  limitation  of  the 
hours  of  work  which  Congress  provided 
in  principle  for  the  airline  pilots  22  years 
ago,  are  perhaps  the  two  most  important 
issues  involved  and  presumably  dealt 
with  in  the  Administrator’s  report  which 
we  have  not  yet  received. 

I  bring  this  matter  to  the  attention  of 
the  House  because  I  believe  it  possesses 
urgency  and  importance  to  the  members 
of  the  air-traveling  public.  I  believe  that 
we  should  act  to  avert  possible  future 
tragedies  rather  than  wait  for  air  disas¬ 
ters  to  provide  a  motive  for  action.  I 
hope  and  urge,  therefore,  that  the  execu¬ 
tive  branch  make  available  to  the  Co  ag¬ 
gress  the  results  of  its  study  at  JUne 
earliest  possible  moment. 


TWENTY-FIFTH  ANNIVERSARY  OF 
THE  RURAL  ELECTRIFICATION 
ADMINISTRATION 

(Mr.  AVERY  asked  and' was  given  per¬ 
mission  to  extend  his/remarks  at  this 
point  in  the  Record.) 

Mr.  AVERY.  Miv'Speaker,  this  is  the 
25th  anniversary  jot  the  Rural  Electri¬ 
fication  Administration.  The  past  25 
years  have  witnessed  the  building  of 
electrical  transmission  lines  throughout 
the  countrjythat  have  had  the  effect  of 
completely/ revitalizing  the  rural  areas 
of  our  Nation.  Obviously,  the  greatest 
impact 'yot  the  program  occurred  during 
the  fiyst  few  years  after  its  authoriza¬ 
tion/but  the  services  of  the  Rural  Elec¬ 
trisation  Administration  continue  to 
ekpand. 


One  of  the  most  significant  aspects 
of  the  growth  of  the  Rural  Electrifi¬ 
cation  Administration  is  the  tremendous 
amount  of  work  that  has  been  donated 
by  nonpaid  but  interested  fanner-mem¬ 
bers  throughout  the  United  States,  es¬ 
pecially  in  the  early  days  of  this 
organization  when  there  was  consider¬ 
able  reluctance  and  apprehension  on  the 
part  of  some  farmers  to  commit  them¬ 
selves  to  an  added  expense  during  a 
period  of  depressed  prices  that  prevailed 
from  1932  until  the  advent  of  World  War 
n.  It  was  largely  through  the  cour¬ 
age  and  conviction  of  these  dedicated 
farmer-members  that  the  practicability 
of  distributing  electricity  through  the 
rural  areas  was  established. 

After  its  acceptance  and  the  reasona¬ 
ble  cost  had  been  established,  its  growth 
and  expansion  was  very  rapid.  This 
growth  and  expansion  was  interrupted 
only  by  World  War  II. 

I  think  it  is  especially  appropriate 
.j  call  the  attention  of  the  Members  of 
tne  House  to  the  fact  that  one  of  the 
mokt  outstanding  administrators  of  the 
Rural  Electrification  Administration  is/ 
a  Member  of  the  House  today  from  tl 
great  Scate  of  Minnesota,  the  Honora¬ 
ble  Anchbr  Nelsen.  It  was  durinar  his 
administration  that  most  of  the .policy 
questions  reVolving  around  REA  were 
resolved  to  this  near  satisf actum  of  all 
interested  partie^,  both  Goverjunent  and 
nongovernment.  \There  haslieen  notice¬ 
ably  less  conflict  Vround/ this  Agency 
since  Mr.  Nelsen’s  te^ui/  as  its  Admin¬ 
istrator. 

In  my  State  of  Kansas  a  good  friend 
of  mine,  Mr.  Fred  Yjnrowv  was  a  pioneer 
in  the  development  of  rural  electric 
co-ops  and  I  am  glad  that  he  is  in 
Washington  at/this  time  to  attend  this 
anniversary. 

-It  is  of  further  interest  to  nbte  the 
fine  record/made  by  the  Rural  Electri¬ 
fication  Administration  and  the  RSA’s 
telephone  program  last  year. 

During  1959,  REA’s  electric  borrow^ 
ers  Connected  132,000  unserved  rural 
estsmlshments.  Three-fourths  of  these 
Wre  nonfarm  consumers.  At  the  same 
ime,  the  average  use  of  electricity  con¬ 
tinued  to  rise,  and  REA  borrowers  sold 
nearly  14  percent  more  electric  power  in 
fiscal  1959  than  they  did  in  1958. 

During  the  year,  250  electric  loans 
were  approved  amounting  to  $177,292,- 
100,  bringing  total  loans  since  1935  to 
more  than  $3.94  billion.  Principal  and 
interest  payments  to  the  Government 
rose  to  more  than  $1.1  billion,  and  over 
$146  million  of  this  sum  represented 
payments  made  in  advance  of  due 
dates.  Only  two  borrowers  were  delin¬ 
quent  in  payments  more  than  30  days 
as  of  June  30,  1959.  Net  worth  of  bor¬ 
rowers  amounted  to  16.6  percent  of 
their  total  assets  at  the  end  of  calen¬ 
dar  1958. 

REA  telephone  loans  in  1959  set  a  new 
record  of  $99  million.  A  total  of  223 
loans  were  approved,  including  loans  to 
54  new  borrowers.  They  brought  the 
total  number  of  telephone  companies 
and  cooperatives  participating  in  the 
program  to  665. 

Loans  since  start  of  the  telephone 
program  in  1949  rose  to  $575  million 
by  the  end  of  1959.  When  construc¬ 


tion  is  completed,  this  money  will  prc 
vide  modern  telephone  service  for 
million  subscribers.  More  than 
new  subscribers  were  connected  during 
1959. 

Telephone  borrowers  made  payments 
to  REA  of  more  than  $8.8  mifiion  dur¬ 
ing  1959.  At  year-end,  95/borrowei-s 
had  a  balance  with  REA  ojr  nearly  $1.6 
million  in  advance  payments,  and  the 
number  of  borrowers  delinquent  more 
than  30  days  in  thejr  payments  had 
been  reduced  to  13. 

AWARD  OF  KOuflGIAN  TROPHY  TO 
1ST  LT.  RONALD  L.  WARNER 

(Mrs.  ROGERS  of  Massachusetts  asked 
and  was  given  permission  to  extend  her 
remarks  ay  this  point  in  the  Record  and 
include  extraneous  matter.) 

Mrs. ^ROGERS  of  Massachusetts.  Mr. 
Speaker,  on  the  11th  of  this  month, 
today,  1st  Lt.  Ronald  L.  Warner  was 
awarded  the  U.S.  Air  Force’s  Koen  Kol- 
ljgian,  Jr.,  Trophy  by  Gen.  Curtis  E. 
jeMay,  Air  Force  Vice  Chief  of  Staff. 

It  is  a  source  of  great  pride  to  me  that 
the  Kolligian  family  lives  in  my  congres¬ 
sional  district.  This. is  the  third  award 
of  that  trophy  I  have  been  privileged  to 
witness.  I  am  so  grateful  to  the  young 
Kolligian  pilot  who  gave  his  life  for  us 
and  to  his  family  for  their  appreciation 
of  the  heroism  of  other  pilots. 

Lieutenant  Warner  lives  in  the  district 
of  the  gentleman  from  New  York  [Mr. 
GoodellI.  Mr.  Goodell  also  attended 
the  award  and  I  know  he  feels  great 
pride  in  his  constituent. 

I  set  forth  at  this  point  the  Air  Force 
release  from  the  Pentagon  relating  to 
this  award : 

Air  Force  Awards  Kolligian  Trophy  to 
Transport  Pilot 

The  third  annual  award  of  the  U.S.  Air 
Force’s  Koren  Kolligian,  Jr.,  Trophy  was 
made  this  morning  to  1st  Lt.  Ronald  L. 
Warner  by  Gen.  Curtis  E.  LeMay,  Air  Force 
Vice  Chief  of  Staff,  in  ceremonies  held  at  the 
Pentagon. 

The  trophy,  presented  each  year  to  the  air- 
rtewman  who  most  successfully  copes  with 
an 'emergency  situation  in  flight,  was  award¬ 
ed  t\ Lieutenant  Warner  for  exercising  un- 
usual\ourage,  airmanship,  and  judgment  in 
landingVa  crippled  C-119  during  an  over¬ 
water  flight  between  Okinawa  and  Guam  on 
September4,  1959. 

Lieutenant  Warner,  25,  of  Cattaraugus, 
N.Y.,  was  piloting  the  cargo-type  aircraft 
with  27  passengers  aboard  when  a  malfunc¬ 
tion  occurred  i  n't  he  right  propeller,  causing 
the  aircraft  to  lose  altitude  rapidly.  The 
plane  was  midwaj\  between  Okinawa  and 
Guam,  with  insufficient  fuel  to  reach  a  suit¬ 
able  landing  area.  With  the  aircraft  operat¬ 
ing  at  reduced  speed  dW  to  the  defective 
propeller,  Lieutenant  W aimer  managed  to 
get  lt  under  control  and  maintain  a  flyable 
altitude. 

Knowing  he  could  not  reacjkGuam,  Oki¬ 
nawa,  or  Iwo  Jima,  Lieutenant  Warner  made 
radio  contact  with  two  escort  aircraft,  then 
jettisoned  five  6-man  life  rafts  and  asso¬ 
ciated  survival  equipment  and  Eventually 
landed  the  plane  and  passengers  at  Iw\jima 
successfully  with  practically  no  fuel  ler^  in 
the  tanks. 

In  citing  Lieutenant  Warner  for  this  op 
eration,  the  Air  Force  said  “his  courage  and' 
determination  together  with  his  superior 
knowledge,  skill,  and  professional  airman¬ 
ship  enabled  him  to  cope  successfully  with  an 
in-flight  emergency  situation  and  undoubt- 
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eaW;h,  the  TV  transmitted  pictures  which 
werfc  received  75  miles  away. 

Th\  uses  of  such  a  device  are  obvious, 
especially  in  wartime  when  a  commander  far 
distant  >rom  the  target  could  know  imme¬ 
diately  wbether  the  missile  hit  the  target 
and  the  extent  of  the  damage. 

For  6  weeks  now,  the  RCA-designed  and 
constructed  Tkros  satellite  has  been  hurtling 
around  the  globe,  flashing  back  by  radio  and 
television  reportk  on  whether  conditions  in 
outer  space.  It  wSs  built  by  the  RCA  Astro- 
Electronic  Product^Di  vision,  under  the  gen¬ 
eral  systems  management  of  the  National 
Aeronautics  and  Spack  Administration  and 
the  technical  direetioN  of  the  U.S.  Army 
Signal  Research  and  Development  Laboratory 
at  Fort  Monmouth,  N.J.  \ 

Tiros,  the  Nation’s  most  advanced  space- 
borne  TV  eye,  comprises  the \nost  elaborate 
electronics  installation  ever  se^;  into  orbit. 
It  is  equipped  with  approximate^  450  trans¬ 
mitters  and  semiconductor  devices  such  as 
will  be  made  in  the  Mountaintop  plant. 
Tiros  carries  miniature  television  cameras, 
video  tape  recorders,  transmitters,  sola^cells, 
and  rechargeable  battery  power  supplier^,  all 
of  which  are  expected  to  function  for  ab^ut 
3  months,  during  which  time  it  is  expected 
to  complete  about  1,300  orbits.  As  a  results 
meteorologists  will  have  pictures  galore  of 
cloud  formations  over  an  extensive  belt. 

Since  you  have  read  the  fascinating  story 
of  Tiros  in  the  newspapers,  I  will  not  dwell 
upon  it  further — except  to  say  that  it  is  a 
forerunner  of  remarkable  achievements 
which  are  destined  to  make  news,  and  each 
step  will  put  the  United  States  further  ahead 
in  the  conquest  of  space. 

These  developments  which  I  have  en¬ 
deavored  to  sketch  may  help  you  to  visualize 
that  electronics  has  a  future  range  as  unlim¬ 
ited  as  the  expanse  of  space.  It  is  an  inex¬ 
haustible  laboratory  in  which  pioneering 
never  ends.  The  problems  and  challenges 
multiply  with  each  discovery  as  we  seek  clues 
to  new  knowledge  that  will  enable  man  to 
establish  new  routes  in  travel  and  communi¬ 
cations  across  the  boundless  ethereal  sea  of 
the  universe.  Fantastic  looking  machines 
will  sail  across  the  heavens.  Scientists  of 
this  generation  and  those  to  follow  are  des¬ 
tined  to  take  part  in  this  unprecedented 
conquest.  Brains  and  billions  will  comprise 
the  equation  of  success. 

Semiconductors  produced  here  in  Moun¬ 
taintop  qualify  to  operate  under  your  slogan, 
“Progress  Through  Action,”  for  these  little 
mites  of  electronics  possess  a  tremendous 
potential.  Action  is  their  keynote. 

Again  let  me  say,  all  of  us  in  RCA  are 
happy  to  join  with  you  in  helping  to  fulfill 
the  aims  of  the  chamber  of  commerce  in 
making  the  sixties  a  golden  decade  for 
Greater  Wilkes-Barre.  / 


Better  for  What? 


EXTENSION  OF  REMARKS 

or  / 

HON.  ELMER  J.  HOLLAND 

OF  PENNSYLVANIA 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPftESENTATIVES 

Tuesday,  May  3, 1960 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  /Mr.  Speaker,  I  would 
like  to  insert  inti/  the  Record  the  edi¬ 
torial  published /6y  the  Pittsburgh  Post- 
Gazette  and  Sun-Telegraph  on  May  9, 
1960,  entitled' “Better  for  What?” 

It  refers  /to  our  President’s  retort  to 
a  question/asked  him  on  why  he  was  not 
reappointing  William  R.  Connole  to  the 
Federal/  Power  Commission,  especially 
since  /e  was  the  sole  member  of  that 


Commission  who  really  represented  the 
consumers  against  the  gas-oil  lobby  and 
who  fought  for  the  consumers’  interests. 

“With  arms  folded  over  his  chest  and 
his  face  flushed,”  as  one  reporter  wrote, 
“the  President  said,  in  effect,  ‘it  is  none 
of  your  business.  It  is  my  responsi¬ 
bility  to  appoint  people  and  to  get  the 
best  people  I  can.  I  think  I  can  get  a 
better  man,  that  is  all.’  ” 

I  join  with  the  Pittsburgh  Post- 
Gazette  and  Sun-Telegraph  in  asking 
“Better  for  what?”  and  “Better  for 
whom?” 

It  is  no  secret  that  the  President  has, 
since  taking  office  in  1953,  hoped  to  have 
legislation  passed  that  would  prohibit 
the  Federal  Power  Commission  from 
regulating  the  cost  of  gas  at  the  source, 
thereby  permitting  the  gas  industry — 
which  is  actually  owned  and  controlled 
by  the  oil  interests — to  charge  what  they 
wished.  Each  session,  except  the  pres¬ 
ent  one,  legislation  has  been  introduced 
to  permit  this. 

Thanks  to  the  policy  of  the  present 
Federal  Power  Commission,  this  legisla¬ 
tion  is  no  longer  required  for  they  have 
been  granting  rate  raises  continually 
witti  the  only  dissenting  vote  being  ca/ 
by  Air.  William  Connole.  / 

Apparently  the  President  does /not 
even  want  one  vote  registered  against 
big  interest.  It  certainly  does  not 
count;  itNoas  not  stopped  the  increases; 
it  has  notSinfluenced  any  fellow  mem¬ 
bers  of  the  Commission  during  the  years, 
but  it  seems  that  the  President  does  not 
want  any  appointment  fit  his  to  even 
speak  out  agaiim  big .business. 

The  President  has  from  the  start  of 
his  administration  \no  wed  himself  dis¬ 
tinctly  allergic  to/\rusader  types  in 
Government — particularly  in  the  agen¬ 
cies  which  regul/te  busiWss.  Where  he 
is  required  by  law  to  appoint  a  minority 
of  members  from  the  opposition  party, 
he  has  always  chosen  EisennOwer  Demo¬ 
crats  or  independents.  This 'particular 
case  is  /where  an  independent — Mr. 
Connole*— was  too  independent  \for  he 
felt  the  consuming  public  needed  a 
spok/sman.  \ 

Although  time  is  running  out  for  Mr. 
Eisenhower,  he  intends  to  see  that  onV 
/those  in  whom  he  is  interested  gen 
proper  representation. 

It  looks  as  thought  the  “better  for 
whom”  in  this  case,  is  “better  for  those 
who  supported  Ike,”  and  the  “better  for 
what”  is  “better  profits  for  big  business.” 

The  article  referred  to  follows: 

Better  for  What? 

The  public  has  a  right  to  be  as  indigent 
over  President  Eisenhower’s  refusal  to  reap¬ 
point  William  R.  Connole  to  the  Federal 
Power  Commission  as  the  President  was  when 
asked  at  his  press  conference  why  he  is  so 
determined  to  remove  Mr.  Connole  from  the 
scene. 

Showing  what  the  press  described  as  evi¬ 
dent  irritation.  President  Eisenhower  snap¬ 
ped  back  at  his  questioner  in  these  words: 

“First,  why,  this:  Because  it  is  my  re¬ 
sponsibility  to  appoint  people  and  to  get  the 
best  people  I  can.  This  Mr.  Connole  came  to 
see  one  of  my  staff  in  December  to  ask  about 
his  reappointment,  and  they  said  they’d  look 
into  it.  I  think  I  can  get  a  better  man,  that’s 
all.” 

But  that,  in  fact,  is  not  all,  as  a  growing 
outburst  of  support  for  Mr.  Connole  and 


possible  congressional  intervention  may  deJr 
termine.  Mr.  Connole,  a  political  independ¬ 
ent  from  Connecticut,  was  appointed  to /he 
commission  in  the  first  place  by  this  jfame 
President  who  now  refers  to  him  a?/“this 
Mr.  Connole,”  as  though  he  had  never  heard 
of  the  man.  / 

Mi-.  Connole  has  compiled  a  commendable 
record  on  the  FPC — one  that  certainly  de¬ 
serves  more  of  an  explanation  from  President 
Eisenhower  than  he  has  given  so  far  for 
refusing  to  reappoint  him/  He  is  widely 
known  as  the  only  present/FPC  member  who 
has  fought  consistently  /to  hold  gas  prices 
down  for  the  consume]/  a  stand  which  has 
alienated  the  gas  industry,  needless  to  say. 

And  Mr.  Connole  i / the  only  present  com¬ 
missioner  who  ha 3f  steadfastly  maintained 
that  the  FPC  should  become  a  real  regulatory 
agent — one  witl/  back  bone — over  the  gas 
industry  unde/  terms  of  the  Natural  Gas 
Act;  and  in  tb/s  position,  which  he  alone  held 
on  the  commission,  he  was  supported  by  the 
Supreme  c/urt  in  1954. 

Shortly/ after  the  President’s  remarks  on 
the  ma/ter  the  other  day,  the  Great  Lakes 
Conference  of  Railroad  and  Utilities  Com¬ 
missioners  endorsed  Mr.  Connole’s  reappoint- 
me/t.  A  week  earlier,  utility  commissioners 
from  southeastern  States,  and  before  that, 
ifew  England  States,  California,  and  Tennes¬ 
see  had  urged  his  reappointment.  And  the 
same  day  President  Eisenhower  was  dismiss¬ 
ing  the  subject  so  curtly,  a  group  of  profes¬ 
sors  of  administrative  law  and  regulation  at 
Yale,  Columbia,  Harvard,  and  Pennsylvania 
Law  Schools  came  out  strongly  for  his  reap¬ 
pointment. 

Obviously,  with  that  kind  of  wide  sup¬ 
port — not  to  mention  action  by  mayors  of 
60  large  cities  who  also  have  urged  the 
President  to  reappoint  Mr.  Connole — he  can¬ 
not  have  done  too  bad  a  job.  Yet,  ironically, 
the  one  man  on  the  FPC  who  has  had  the 
courage  and  integrity  to  fight  for  the  con¬ 
sumer  and  to  insist  that  the  FPC  do  what 
it  is  supposed  to  do  is  the  one  commissioner 
the  President  is  now  trying  to  get  rid  of. 

Perhaps  the  President  can  find  a  better 
man  than  Mr.  Connole.  But  his  past  record 
of  choosing  members  of  key  regulatory  bodies 
has  been  something  less  than  brilliant,  as 
the  growing  list  of  improprieties,  lack  of 
judgment,  and  shenanigans  in  such  agencies 
comeS  to  light. 

In  view  of  Mr.  Connole’s  record  of  battling 
for  gas  consumers  against  the  pressures  of 
the  natural  gas  industry,  the  President’s  re¬ 
mark  that  he  can  find  a  better  man  than 
Mr.  Connole  raises  pertinent  questions:  Bet¬ 
ter  for  what?  And  for  whom? 


H.R.  12117 


SPEECH 

OF 

HON.  LESLIE  C.  ARENDS 

OF  ILLINOIS 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday,  May  10, 1960 

The  House  in  Committee  of  the  Whole 
House  on  the  State  of  the  Union  had  under 
consideration  the  bill  (H.R.  12117)  making 
appropriations  for  the  Department  of  Agri¬ 
culture  and  Farm  Credit  Administration  for 
the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1961,  and  for 
other  purposes. 

Mr.  ARENDS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  would 
like  to  say  to  the  committee  that  at  the 
bottom  of  page  17,  “Benefits  to  General 
Public,”  you  begin  to  get  into  a  question 
which  has  interested  me  very  much.  I 
picked  up  the  paper  the  other  day  when 
this  appropriations  action  was  an- 
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riounced,  and  the  headlines  said,  “$4  Bil¬ 
lion  Appropriated  for  Agriculture.” 

It  seems  to  me  that  we  too  often  leave 
the  impression  that  every  dollar  spent 
within  the  Agriculture  Department  is 
spent  for  the  benefit  of  the  farmer.  In 
this  section  you  have  begun  to  get  into 
the  question  and  I  was  hoping  your  com¬ 
mittee  could  set  forth  the  total  amount 
of  what  might  be  really  charged  to  agri¬ 
culture  and  what  to  the  general  public, 
so  that  there  will  be  a  better  under¬ 
standing  on  the  part  of  our  populace 
that  agriculture  as  such  does  not  reap 
the  benefit  of  many  of  the  dollars  ap¬ 
propriated  in  the  Department  of  Agri¬ 
culture  bill.  . 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  I  thank  the  gentle¬ 
man  for  his  statement.  I  am  afraid 
much  of  the  press  is  directed  to  the  88 
percent  of  the  people  who  are  non- 
f&iniGrs 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Illinois  has  expired. 


Governor  Meyner  Talks  Food  for 
Peace  in  Iowa  Address 


EXTENSION  OF  REMARKS 

OP 

HON.  LEONARD  G.  WOLF 


OP  IOWA 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday,  May  11, 1960 


Mr.  WOLF.  Mr.  Speaker,  last  Satur¬ 
day  the  distinguished  Governor  of  New 
Jersey  gave-  a  fine  talk  on  the  subject 
of  using  food  to  win  and  hold  friends 
abroad.  I  take  pride  in  placing  in  the 
Congressional  Record  this  speech,  which 
occurred  in  Iowa  at  the  State  Young 
Democrats’  convention: 

Address  of  Gov.  Robert  B.  Meyner,  at  the 
State  Conventon  Dinner  of  the  Iowa 
Young  Democrats 


What  I  say  tonight  is  concerned  first  of 
all  with  the  American  farmer.  Please  note 
that  I  do  not  say  I  will  talk  about  the  farm 
problem.  There  is  no  farm  problem;  there 
is  only  an  American  problem.  I  object,  in 
fact,  to  the  way  it  is  made  to  appear  that 
what  happens  to  American  agriculture  is  the 
farmer’s  problem.  So  long  as  human  beings, 
require  food  for  subsistence,  anything  th£ 
concerns  the  men  who  grow  the  food  con¬ 
cerns  everyone. 

Since  I  plan  to  talk  with  you  about/agri¬ 
culture,  I  might  say  at  this  point  thaz  we  in 
New  Jersey  are  proud  of  our  farm  lieritage. 
Our  oldest  continually  worked  family  farm 
was  originally  purchased  from  the  Indians 
in  1640,  and  has  been  handed'  down  from 
generation  to  generation  ever  since.  New 
Jersey  farmers  realize  the  .highest  income 
per  acre — $178.89 — of  an y  in  the  United 
States.  And  they  have  .Achieved  this  dis¬ 
tinction  in  the  most  Wrban  State  in  the 
Union.  I  like  to  think  of  this  as  another 
example  of  the  efficiency  with  which  farmers 
have  utilized  the  .great  advances  in  farm 
technology. 

In  all  the  talk'  about  the  farm  situation 
it  seems  to  my we  have  a  tendency  to  get 
lost  in  the  small  type.  There  are  some  great 
simplicities  /hat  are  as  true  today  as  they 
were  when/nan  first  put  seed  into  the  earth. 
We  ought/never  to  lose  sight  of  these  great 
simplicities  in  all  the  talk  about  parities 
and  subsidies,  quotas,  and  allotments.  In 
fact, Ay  principal  criticism  of  Government 


farm  policy  is  that  it  has  often  wandered 
away  from  the  fundamentals.  Our  farm 
surplus  is  not  quite  so  awesome  and  gigan¬ 
tic  as  we  have  been  led  to  believe.  Actually, 
it  is  only  2  percent  of  the  total  farm  product. 

Two  percent. 

We  need  not  be  terrified  by  the  agricul¬ 
tural  surplus  as  long  as  a  substantial  per¬ 
centage  of  the  world  we  live  in  is  badly  un¬ 
derfed.  There  are  large,  populated  areas 
where  rainfall  is  slight.  The  land  is  unsuit¬ 
able  for  agriculture.  The  people  are  inade¬ 
quately  nourished. 

Now,  let  us  take  these  two  fundamental 
facts — the  present  surplus  here  and  the 
hunger  elsewhere — and  then  try  to  fit  into 
the  picture  the  fact  that  we  have  not  been 
able  to  connect  these  fundamentals  in  any 
way  that  makes  sense  to  the  human  intelli¬ 
gence  or  the  moral  imagination. 

What  we  see  between  these  two  great 
fundamental  facts  is  not  a  bridge,  but  large 
storehouses  of  grain  on  which  we  pay  more 
than  a  million  dollars  of  rent  a  day  even  as 
the  grain  spoils. 

Now  there  are  all  sorts  of  explanations  why 
this  has  to  be.  I  have  heard  experts  talk 
jy  the  hour  about  all  the  difficulties  that 
rould  be  involved  in  matching  surplus  to 
need.  I  have  heard  elaborate  theories  about 
normal  markets  and  abnormal  markets, 
about  structures  and  supports. 

ButWl  this  is  pinhead  type  against  tbfe 
life-sizerfacts  of  the  world  we  live  in.  pur 
problem  is  too  much.  The  problem  of  others 
is  not  enough.  And  we  haven’t  been  in¬ 
genious  enough  to  do  the  connecting  moral 
arithmetic. 

IncidentallyXl  should  like  to  take  by  the 
hand  the  experts  who  thinks  it  inakes  sense 
to  store  food  we  \an’t  use — I  should  like  to 
take  this  fellow  by  the  han^  and  set  him 
down  in  front  of  a,  hungry  child  in  Asia, 
Africa,  or  Latin  America  and  let  him  try  to 
get  his  point  across — if  nmcan. 

I  should  also  like  to  iset  him  down  in  the 
path  of  starving  food-/ioWs  storming  Gov¬ 
ernment  granaries  \yt  the  Face  of  rifles  and 
bayonets.  Let  the  Expert  ma^ce  his  point  to 
these  so-called  rioters. 

I  realize  that  ascertain  amounkof  clash  and 
antagonism  arg  a  part  of  our  Vay  of  life. 
But  should  small  and  large  farmers  feel  they 
are  being  tatted  against  one  another?  Or 
the  grower/against  the  storer?  Should  Gov¬ 
ernment /support,  encourage,  and  institu¬ 
tionalize  those  features  of  an  agricultural 
system/  which  breed  waste,  discourage  initia¬ 
tive  van  d  make  the  world  see  us  as  a  glut! 
or  ^hoarder? 

fes,  I  know  I  have  painted  an  extreme 
Picture.  I  know  that  from  time  to  time  we 
'have  sent  large  quantities  of  food  to  other 
nations.  And  I  am  happy  about  the  new  ar¬ 
rangement  under  which  wheat  is  being  sent 
to  India.  Two  facts  should  be  observed  in 
this  connection,  however. 

.The  first  is  that  we  have  been  dealing  in 
small  fractions  when  we  should  have  been 
dealing  in  whole  numbers. 

The  second  fact  is  that  we  have  tried  to 
justify  our  generosity  to  ourselves  on  the 
grounds  that  this  was  the  best  way  to  fight 
the  cold  war.  I  happen  to  believe  that  it  was 
the  best  way  to  fight  the  cold  war;  but  that 
is  incidental.  Why  can’t  we  do  big  things 
because  they  are  the  right  things  to  do — and 
not  just  because  we  think  we  can  gain  a 
competitive  advantage? 

The  United  States  became  great  not  be¬ 
cause  it  was  shrewd  but  because  it  was  open 
and  free  and  because  it  said  something  to  all 
men  and  not  just  to  Americans  alone.  Noth¬ 
ing  in  our  American  history  is  more  specific 
than  that  the  men  who  came  together  at  the 
Philadelphia  Convention  thought  of  this 
country  as  a  human  experience  rather  than 
as  just  a  national  experience.  To  them 
America  was  an  idea — an  idea  that  had  valid¬ 
ity  for  all  men.  This  idea  had  to  do  with  the 
natural  rights  of  man,  the  relationship  of 


man  to  the  state,  the  moral  contract 
binds  each  man  to  the  next,  and  the  neeif  to  - 
provide  the  fullest  possible  growth  for  tpf  in¬ 
dividual. 

Only  a  few  years  ago,  we  were  refunded 
of  these  basic  ideas  when  a  conference  was 
held  in  a  little  mountain  city  in/Indonesia 
called  Bandung.  The  nations  eff  Asia  and 
Africa  which  had  finally  won  trneir  freedom 
came  together  in  this  city  to  inark  their  his¬ 
toric  emergence  as  members/of  the  family  of 
nations.  The  ideas  they  invoked  from  his¬ 
tory  were  the  ideas  that  ivent  into  the  mak¬ 
ing  of  the  United  States/  Indeed,  the  Asian 
and  African  leaders  acknowledged  their  great 
debt  to  the  America^  Founding  Fathers. 

My  point  is  that  It  the  nations  of  Asia  and 
Africa  feel  these  /aeas  from  the  American 
past  are  relevant/ in  the  modern  world,  it  is 
barely  possible/that  they  might  still  hold 
some  relevanc/^ for  us,  too. 

These  ideas,  to  repeat,  are  concerned  with 
the  need  for  human  connection,  with  the 
fact  of  community,  and  with  the  nature  of 
human  /reedom  and  human  obligation. 

We  are  being  tested  in  the  world  today — - 
not  inst  in  terms  of  our  ability  to  make  the 
big /bombs  or  the  big  missiles,  but  in  terms 
of/our  ability  to  earn  the  good  will  and  sup- 
Drt  of  the  overwhelming  majority  of  the 
world’s  peoples.  Our  security  depends  not 
just  on  the  amount  of  destructive  force  we 
can  mount  but  on  the  amount  of  leadership 
we  can  exert  in  making  the  human  com¬ 
munity  in  the  world  safe  for  its  peoples. 

Last  summer,  my  wife  and  I  were  part  of 
the  Governors’  group  that  visited  the  Soviet 
Union.  I  came  away  with  the  realization 
that  the  challenge  of  the  Soviet  is  far  greater 
than  I  had  previously  supposed  it  to  be. 

I  realized  that  the  Soviet,  far  from  sealing 
itself  in  from  the  outside  world,  was  moving 
mightily  to  establish  itself  with  other  peo¬ 
ples,  especially  the  peoples  of  Asia  and  Africa. 
The  idea  of  the  Iron  Curtain  as  a  symbol  no 
longer  had  meaning  alongside  the  massive  ef¬ 
forts  being  made  by  the  Soviet  Government 
to  identify  itself  with  the  needs  and  hopes 
of  other  peoples. 

I  saw  the  beginning  of  a  powerful  program 
of  economic  aid.  It  is  actually  only  now  get¬ 
ting  underway.  In  5  or  6  years,  it  may  reach 
dimensions  that  may  go  far  beyond  even  the 
Marshall  plan. 

I  saw  delegations  arriving  from  all  over  the 
world — trade  delegations,  religious  delega¬ 
tions,  scientific  delegations,  educational  dele¬ 
gations,  farm  delegations — all  taking  part  in 
important  meetings. 

And  I  realized  that  a  basic  shift  in  Soviet 
strategy  had  come  about.  The  Soviet  leaders 
^realized  that  victory  in  the  modern  world 
Rould  not  be  achieved  on  a  nuclear  battlefield 
b\t  only  through  their  ability  to  isolate  the 
United  States  from  the  overwhelming  ma- 
jorit 

Whlsn  I  discuss  this  challenge  with  some 
Americans,  they  tend  to  flinch.  They  be¬ 
come  overwhelmed  with  foreboding.  They 
do  not  think  the  United  States  can  hold  its 
own  in  thaXkind  of  showdown. 

And  it’s  interesting  to  me  to  see  that,  gen¬ 
erally  speaking,  these  are  the  same  people 
who  think  we\can  find  security  just  by 
building  bigger  pombs  than  the  Russians 
and  a  better  delivery  system. 

I  think  these  people  are  wrong  on  both 
counts. 

First,  I  think  they\are  wrong  in  being 
defeatists  about  our  ability  to  hold  our  own 
in  any  nonmilitary  competition  with  the 
Soviet. 

Second,  I  think  they  are  w)png  in  thinking 
that  the  United  States  can  npd  security  in 
an  atomic  armaments  race. 

I  have  no  fear  about  the  capacity  of  the 
United  States  to  give  a  good  accouht  of  itself 
in  a  nonmilitary  competition  with  the  Soviet 
Union.  The  thing  I  fear  much  moregis  that 
we  may  not  have  confidence  in  that  Rapac¬ 
ity — indeed,  that  we  may  not  know  haw  to 
put  it  to  work. 
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IN  THE  SENATE  OE  THE  UNITED  STATES 

May  12, 1960 

Read  twice  and  referred  to  the  Committee  on  Appropriations 


AN  ACT 

Making  appropriations  for  the  Department  of  Agriculture  and 
Farm  Credit  Administration  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June 
30,  1961,  and  for  other  purposes. 

1  Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representa- 

2  tives  of  the  United  States  of  America  in  Congress  assembled, 

3  That  the  following  sums  are  appropriated,  out  of  any  money 

4  in  the  Treasury  not  otherwise  appropriated,  for  the  Depart- 

5  ment  of  Agriculture  and  Farm  Credit  Administration  for 

6  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1961;  namely: 


I 


1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 


2 


DEPARTMENT  0 E  AGRICULTURE 
TITLE  I— REGULAR  ACTIVITIES 
Agricultural  Research  Service 

SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 

For  expenses  necessary  to  perforin  agricultural  research 
relating  to  production,  utilization,  and  home  economics,  to 
control  and  eradicate  pests  and  plant  and  animal  diseases, 
and  to  perform  related  inspection,  quarantine  and  regulatory 
work,  and  meat  inspection:  Provided,  That  not  to  exceed 
$75,000  of  the  appropriations  hereunder  shall  be  available 
for  employment  pursuant  to  the  second  sentence  of  section 
706(a)  of  the  Organic  Act  of  1944  (5  U.S.C.  574),  as 
amended  by  section  15  of  the  Act  of  August  2,  1946  (5 
U.S.C.  55a)  :  Provided  further,  That  appropriations  here¬ 
under  shall  be  available  for  the  operation  and  maintenance 
of  aircraft  and  the  purchase  of  not  to  exceed  two,  of  which 
one  shall  be  for  replacement  only:  Provided  further,  That 
appropriations  hereimder  shall  be  available  pursuant  to  title 
5,  United  States  Code,  section  565a,  for  the  construction, 
alteration,  and  repair  of  buildings  and  improvements,  but 
unless  otherwise  provided,  the  cost  of  constructing  any  one 
building  (except  headhouses  connecting  greenhouses)  shall 
not  exceed  $15,000,  except  for  five  buildings  to  be  con¬ 
structed  or  improved  at  a  cost  not  to  exceed  $30,000  each, 
and  the  cost  of  altering  any  one  building  during  the  fiscal 
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year  shall  not  exceed  $5,000  or  5  per  centum  of  the  cost 
of  the  building,  whichever  is  greater: 

Research:  For  research  and  demonstrations  on  the 
production  and  utilization  of  agricultural  products,  home 
economics,  and  related  research  and  services,  including 
administration  of  payments  to  State  agricultural  experiment 
stations,  $67,934,000:  Provided,  That  the  limitations  con¬ 
tained  herein  shall  not  apply  to  replacement  of  buildings 
needed  to  carry  out  the  Act  of  April  24,  1948  (21  U.S.C. 
113a),  or  to  not  to  exceed  $1,000,000  to  remain  available 
until  expended  for  the  construction  and  alteration  of  build¬ 
ings:  Provided  further ,  That  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture 
may  sell  the  Entomology  Research  Laboratory  at  Orlando, 
Florida,  in  such  manner  and  upon  such  terms  and  conditions 
as  he  deems  advantageous  and  the  proceeds  of  such  sale  shall 
remain  available  until  expended  for  the  establishment  of  an 
entomology  research  laboratory:  Provided  further,  That  in 
the  establishment  of  such  laboratory  the  Secretary  may 
acquire  land  therefor  by  donation  or  exchange; 

Plant  and  animal  disease  and  pest  control:  For  opera¬ 
tions  and  measures,  not  otherwise  provided  for,  to  control 
and  eradicate  pests  and  plant  and  animal  diseases  and  for 
carrying  out  assigned  inspection,  quarantine,  and  regulatory 
activities,  as  authorized  by  law,  including  expenses  pursuant 
to  the  Act  of  February  28,  1947  (21  U.S.C.  114b— d) , 
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1  $52,011,000,  of  which  $1,500,000  shall  be  apportioned  for 

2  use  pursuant  to  section  3679  of  the  Revised  Statutes,  as 

3  amended,  for  the  control  of  outbreaks  of  insects  and  plant 

4  diseases  to  the  extent  necessary  to  meet  emergency 

5  conditions ; 

6  Meat  inspection:  For  carrying  out  the  provisions  of 

7  laws  relating  to  Federal  inspection  of  meat,  and  meat-food 

8  products,  and  the  applicable  provisions  of  the  laws  relating 

9  to  process  or  renovated  butter,  $21,562,000; 

10  Special  fund:  To  provide  for  additional  labor  to  be  em- 

11  ployed  under  contracts  and  cooperative  agreements  to 

12  strengthen  the  work  at  research  installations  in  the  field,  not 

13  more  than  $1,000,000  of  the  amount  appropriated  under 

14  this  head  for  the  fiscal  year  1960  may  be  used  by  the  Ad- 

15  ministrator  of  the  Agricultural  Research  Service  in  depart- 

16  mental  research  programs  in  the  fiscal  year  1961,  the  amount 

17  so  used  to  be  transferred  to  and  merged  with  the  appro- 

18  priation  otherwise  available  under  “Salaries  and  expenses, 

19  Research”. 

20  SALARIES  AND  EXENSES  (SPECIAL  FOREIGN  CURRENCY 

23  PROGRAM) 

22  For  purchase  of  foreign  currencies  which  accrue  under 

23  title  I  of  the  Agricultural  Trade  Development  and  Assistance 

24  Act  of  1954,  as  amended  (7  U.S.C.  1704),  for  market  de- 

25  velopment  research  authorized  by  section  104(a),  and  for 
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agricultural  and  forestry  research  authorized  by  section 
104  (k)  of  that  Act,  to  remain  available  until  expended, 
$15,131,000:  Provided,  That  the  dollar  value  of  the  unex¬ 
pended  balances,  as  of  June  30,  1960,  of  allocations  of 
foreign  currencies  heretofore  made  available  to  the  Agri¬ 
cultural  Research  Service  for  the  foregoing  purposes  of  sec¬ 
tion  104  (a)  is  appropriated  as  of  that  date  and  shall  be 
merged  with  this  appropriation :  Provided  further,  that  funds 
appropriated  herein  shall  be  used  to  purchase  such  foreign 
currencies  as  the  Department  determines  are  needed  and 
can  he  used  most  effectively  to  cany  out  the  purposes  of  this 
paragraph,  and  such  foreign  currencies  shall,  pursuant  to 
the  provisions  of  section  104  (a) ,  be  set  aside  for  sale  to  the 
Department  before  foreign  currencies  which  accrue  under 
said  title  I  are  made  available  for  other  United  States  uses. 

STATE  EXPERIMENT  STATIONS 
Payments  to  States  and  Puerto  Rico:  For  payments 
to  agricultural  experiment  stations  to  cany  into  effect  the 
provisions  of  the  Hatch  Act,  approved  March  2,  1887,  as 
amended  by  the  Act  approved  August  11,  1955  (7  U.S.O. 
361a— 361i) ,  including  administration  by  the  United  States 
Department  of  Agriculture,  $31,053,000;  and  payments 
authorized  under  section  204(b)  of  the  Agricultural  Mar¬ 
keting  Act,  the  Act  approved  August  14,  1946  (7  U.S.C. 
1623) ,  $500,000;  in  all,  $31,553,000. 
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Penalty  mail:  For  penalty  mail  costs  of  agricultural 
experiment  stations  under  section  6  of  the  Hatch  Act  of 
1887,  as  amended,  $250,000. 

DISEASES  OF  ANIMALS  AND  POTJLTEY 
Eradication  activities:  For  expenses  necessary  in  the 
arrest  and  eradication  of  foot-and-mouth  disease,  rinderpest, 
contagious  pleuropneumonia,  or  other  contagious  or  infectious 
diseases  of  animals,  or  European  fowl  pest  and  similar  dis¬ 
eases  in  poultry,  and  for  foot-and-mouth  disease  and  rinder¬ 
pest  programs  undertaken  pursuant  to  the  provisions  of  the 
Act  of  February  28,  1947,  and  the  Act  of  May  29,  1884, 
as  amended  (7  TJ.S.C.  391;  21  U.S.C.  111-122),  including 
expenses  in  accordance  with  section  2  of  said  Act  of  Febru¬ 
ary  28,  1947,  the  Secretary  may  transfer  from  other  ap¬ 
propriations  or  funds  available  to  the  bureaus,  corporations, 
or  agencies  of  the  Department  such  sums  as  he  may  deem 
necessary,  to  be  available  only  in  an  emergency  which 
threatens  the  livestock  or  poultry  industry  of  the  country, 
and  an}^  unexpended  balances  of  funds  transferred  under 
this  head  in  the  next  preceding  fiscal  year  shall  be  merged 
with  such  transferred  amounts :  Provided,  That  this  appropri¬ 
ation  shall  be  subject  to  applicable  provisions  contained  in  the 
item  “Salaries  and  expenses,  Agricultural  Research  Service”. 
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Extension  Service 

COOPERATIVE  EXTENSION  WOKK,  PAYMENTS  AND  EXPENSES 
Payments  to  States  and  Puerto  Rico:  For  payments 
for  cooperative  agricultural  extension  work  under  the  Smith- 
Lever  Act,  as  amended  by  the  Act  of  June  26,  1953  (7 
U.S.O.  341-348),  and  the  Act  of  August  11,  1955  (7 
U.S.O.  347a),  $54,220,000;  and  payments  and  contracts 
for  such  work  under  section  204(h) -205  of  the  Agricul¬ 
tural  Marketing  Act  of  1946  (7  U.S.C.  1623-1624), 
$1,495,000;  in  all,  $55,715,000:  Provided,  That  funds 
hereby  appropriated  pursuant  to  section  3  (c)  of  the  Act 
of  June  26,  1953,  shall  not  be  paid  to  any  State  or  Puerto 
Rico  prior  to  availability  of  an  equal  sum  from  non-Federal 
sources  for  expenditure  during  the  current  fiscal  year:  Pro¬ 
vided  further,  That  all  of  the  additional  funds  provided  herein 
shall  be  used  to  meet  expenses  at  the  county  level. 

Retirement  costs  for  extension  agents:  For  cost  of  em¬ 
ployer’s  share  of  Federal  retirement  for  cooperative  exten¬ 
sion  employees,  $5,875,000. 

Penalty  mail:  For  costs  of  penalty  mail  for  cooperative 
extension  agents  and  State  extension  directors,  $2,490,000. 
Federal  Extension  Service:  For  administration  of  the 
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1  Smith-Lever  Act,  as  amended  by  the  Act  of  June  26,  1953 

2  (7  U.S.C.  341-348),  and  the  Act  of  August  11,  1955  (7 

3  U.S.C.  347a) ,  and  extension  aspects  of  the  Agricultural 

4  Marketing  Act  of  1946  (7  U.S.C.  1621-1627),  and  to 

5  coordinate  and  provide  program  leadership  for  the  exten- 

6  sion  work  of  the  Department  and  the  several  States 

7  and  insular  possessions,  $2,255,000. 

8  Farmer  Cooperative  Service 

9  SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 

10  For  necessary  expenses  to  carry  out  the  Act  of  July  2, 

11  1926  (7  U.S.C.  451-457),  $620,000. 

12  Soil  Conservation  Service 

13  CONSERVATION  OPERATIONS 

14  For  necessary  expenses  for  carrying  out  the  provisions 

15  of  the  Act  of  April  27,  1935  (16  U.S.C.  590a-590f) ,  in- 

16  eluding  preparation  of  conservation  plans  and  establishment 

17  of  measures  to  conserve  soil  and  water  (including  farm 

18  irrigation  and  land  drainage  and  such  special  measures  as 

19  may  be  necessary  to  prevent  floods  and  the  siltation  of 

20  reservoirs)  ;  operation  of  conservation  nurseries;  classifica- 

21  tion  and  mapping  of  soils;  dissemination  of  information; 

22  purchase  and  erection  or  alteration  of  permanent  buildings; 

23  and  operation  and  maintenance  of  aircraft,  $83,132,000: 

24  Provided,  That  the  cost  of  any  permanent  building  pur- 

25  chased,  erected,  or  as  improved,  exclusive  of  the  cost 
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of  constructing  a  water  supply  or  sanitary  system  and 
connecting  the  same  to  any  such  building  and  with  the  ex¬ 
ception  of  buildings  acquired  in  conjunction  with  land  being 
purchased  for  other  purposes,  shall  not  exceed  $2,500,  ex¬ 
cept  for  eight  buildings  to  be  constructed  or  improved  at  a 
cost  not  to  exceed  $15,000  per  building  and  except  that 
alterations  or  improvements  to  other  existing  permanent 
buildings  costing  $2,500  or  more  may  be  made  in  any  fiscal 
year  in  an  amount  not  to  exceed  $500  per  building:  Pro¬ 
vided  further,  That  no  part  of  this  appropriation  shall  be 
available  for  the  construction  of  any  such  building  on  land 
not  owned  by  the  Government:  Provided  further,  That 
no  part  of  this  appropriation  may  be  expended  for  soil  and 
water  conservation  operations  under  the  Act  of  April  27, 
1935  (16  U.S.C.  590a-590f) ,  in  demonstration  projects: 
Provided  further,  That  not  to  exceed  $5,000  may  be  used 
for  employment  pursuant  to  the  second  sentence  of  section 
706(a)  of  the  Organic  Act  of  1944  (5  U.S.C.  574),  as 
amended  by  section  15  of  the  Act  of  August  2,  1946  (5 
U.S.O.  55a)  :  Provided  further,  That  qualified  local  engi¬ 
neers  may  he  temporarily  employed  at  per  diem  rates  to 
perform  the  technical  planning  wrork  of  the  service:  Pro¬ 
vided  further,  That  not  to  exceed  $600,000  of  the  amount 
appropriated  under  this  head  for  fiscal  year  1960  may  be 
H.U.  12117 - 2 
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1  used  to  employ  conservation  aides  and  other  nonprofessional 

2  personnel  on  a  part-time  or  contract  basis,  and  the  amount 

3  so  used  may  be  transferred  to  and  merged  with  this  appro- 

4  priation. 

5  WATERSHED  PROTECTION 

6  Por  expenses  necessary  to  conduct  surveys,  investiga- 

7  tions,  and  research  and  to  carry  out  preventive  measures, 

8  including,  but  not  limited  to,  engineering  operations,  meth- 

9  ods  of  cultivation,  the  growing  of  vegetation,  and  changes  in 

10  use  of  land,  in  accordance  with  the  Watershed  Protection 

11  and  Plood  Prevention  Act,  approved  August  4,  1954,  as 

12  amended  (16  U.S.O.  1001-1008),  and  the  provisions  of 

13  the  Act  of  April  27,  1935  (16  U.S.C.  590a-f) ,  to  remain 
Id  available  until  expended,  $32,000,000,  with  which  shall  he 

merged  the  unexpended  balances  of  funds  heretofore  appro- 

16  priated  or  transferred  to  the  Department  for  watershed  pro- 

17  tection  purposes:  Provided,  That  not  to  exceed  $100,000 

18  may  be  used  for  employment  pursuant  to  the  second  sentence 

19  of  section  706(a)  of  the  Organic  Act  of  1944  (5  U.S.C. 
26  574),  as  amended  by  section  15  of  the  Act  of  August  2, 

21  1946  (5  U.S.C.  55a). 

22  flood  prevention 

23  Por  expenses  necessary,  in  accordance  with  the  Plood 

24  Control  Act,  approved  June  22,  1936  (33  U.S.C.  701- 
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709),  as  amended  and  supplemented,  and  the  Watershed 
Protection  and  Plood  Prevention  Act,  approved  August  4, 
1954,  as  amended  (16  U.S.C.  1001-1008,  Stat.  ), 
and  in  accordance  with  the  provisions  of  laws  relating  to  the 
activities  of  the  Department,  to  perform  works  of  improve¬ 
ment,  including  not  to  exceed  $100,000  for  employment 
pursuant  to  the  second  sentence  of  section  706(a)  of  the 
Organic  Act  of  1944  (5  U.S.C.  574) ,  as  amended  by  section 
15  of  the  Act  of  August  2,  1946  (5  U.S.C.  55a) ,  to  remain 
available  until  expended,  $18,000,000,  with  which  shall 
be  merged  the  unexpended  balances  of  funds  heretofore 
appropriated  or  transferred  to  the  Department  for  flood  pre¬ 
vention  purposes :  Provided,  That  no  part  of  such  funds  shall 
be  used  for  the  purchase  of  lands  in  the  Yazoo  and  Little 
Tallahatchie  watersheds  without  specific  approval  of  the 
county  board  of  supervisors  of  the  county  in  which  such  lands 
are  situated. 

GREAT  PLAINS  CONSERVATION  PROGRAM 
For  necessary  expenses  to  carry  into  effect  a  program 
of  conservation  in  the  Great  Plains  area,  pursuant  to  section 
16(b)  of  the  Soil  Conservation  and  Domestic  Allotment 
Act,  as  added  by  the  Act  of  August  7,  1956  (16  U.S.C. 
590p),  $10,000,000,  to  remain  available  until  expended. 
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^  Agricultural  Conservation  Program  Service 

AGRICULTURAL  CONSERVATION  PROGRAM 

A 

2  For  necessary  expenses  to  carry  into  effect  the  pro- 
^  gram  authorized  in  sections  7  to  15,  16(a),  and  17  of  the 

Soil  Conservation  and  Domestic  Allotment  Act,  approved 

5 

6  February  29,  1936,  as  amended  (16  U.S.C.  590g-590  (o) , 
rj  590p  (a) ,  and  590q) ,  including  not  to  exceed  $6,000  for  the 
g  preparation  and  display  of  exhibits,  including  such  displays 
9  at  State,  interstate,  and  international  fairs  within  the  United 

States,  $242,000,000,  to  remain  available  until  December  31 
of  the  next  succeeding  fiscal  year  for  compliance  with  the 
12  Program  soil-building  and  soil-  and  water-conserving 
^2  practices  authorized  under  this  head  in  the  Department  of 

14  Agriculture  and  Farm  Credit  Administration  Appropriation 

15  Act,  1960,  carried  out  during  the  period  July  1,  1959,  to 

16  December  31,  1960,  inclusive:  Provided,  That  not  to  exceed 

17  $26,832,950  of  the  total  sum  provided  under  this  head  shall 

18  be  available  during  the  current  fiscal  year  for  administrative 

19  expenses  for  carrying  out  such  program,  the  cost  of  aerial 

20  photographs,  however,  not  to  he  charged  to  such  limitation; 

21  hut  not  more  than  $5,458,900  shall  he  transferred  to  the 

22  appropriation  account  “Administrative  expenses,  section 

23  392,  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of  1938”:  Provided  fur- 
24.  ther,  That  none  of  the  funds  herein  appropriated  shall  be  used 
25  to  pay  the  salaries  or  expenses  of  any  regional  information 
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employees  or  any  State  information  employees,  but  this  shall 
not  preclude  the  answering  of  inquiries  or  supplying  of  in¬ 
formation  at  the  county  level  to  individual  farmers:  Pro¬ 
vided  further,  That  such  amounts  shall  be  available  for  ad¬ 
ministrative  expenses  in  connection  with  the  formulation  and 
administration  of  the  1961  program  of  soil-building  and 
soil-  and  water-conserving  practices,  under  the  Act  of 
February  29,  1936,  as  amended  (amounting  to  $250,000,- 
000,  including  administration,  and  no  participant  shall  re¬ 
ceive  more  than  $2,500,  except  where  the  participants  from 
two  or  more  farms  or  ranches  join  to  carry  out  approved 
practices  designed  to  conserve  or  improve  the  agricultural 
resources  of  the  community)  :  Provided  further,  That  no 
change  shall  be  made  in  such  1961  program  which  will  have 
the  effect  in  any  county  of  restricting  eligibility  requirements 
or  cost-sharing  on  practices  included  in  either  the  1958  or 
the  1959  programs,  unless  such  change  shall  have  been 
recommended  by  the  county  committee  and  approved  by  the 
State  committee:  Provided  further,  That  the  proportion  of 
the  State  fund  initially  allocated  to  any  county  for  the  1961 
program  shall  not  be  reduced  from  the  distribution  of  such 
funds  for  the  1959  program  year:  Provided  further,  That 
not  to  exceed  5  per  centum  of  the  allocation  for  the  1961 
agricultural  conservation  program  for  any  county  may, 
on  the  recommendation  of  such  county  committee  and 
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1  approval  of  the  State  committee,  be  withheld  and 

2  allotted  to  the  Soil  Conservation  Service  for  services  of  its 

3  technicians  in  formulating  and  carrying  out  the  agricultural 

4  conservation  program  in  the  participating  counties,  and  shall 

5  not-  be  utilized  by  the  Soil  Conservation  Service  for  any  pur- 

6  pose  other  than  technical  and  other  assistance  in  such 

7  counties,  and  in  addition,  on  the  recommendation  of  such 

8  county  committee  and  approval  of  the  State  committee,  not 

9  to  exceed  1  per  centum  may  be  made  available  to  any  other 

10  Federal,  State,  or  local  public  agency  for  the  same  purpose 

11  and  under  the  same  conditions:  Provided  further,  That  for 

12  the  1961  program  $2,500,000  shall  he  available  for 

13  technical  assistance  in  formulating  and  carrying  out  agricul- 

14  tural  conservation  practices  and  $1,000,000  shall  be  avail- 
45  able  for  conservation  practices  related  directly  to  flood  pre- 

16  vention  work  in  approved  watersheds:  Provided  further, 

17  That  such  amounts  shall  be  available  for  the  purchase  of 

18  seeds,  fertilizers,  lime,  trees,  or  any  other  farming  material, 

19  or  any  soil-terracing  services,  and  making  grants  thereof  to 

20  agricultural  producers  to  aid  them  in  carrying  out  farming 

21  practices  approved  by  the  Secretary  under  programs  provided 

22  for  herein:  Provided  further,  That  no  part  of  any  funds 

23  available  to  the  Department,  or  any  bureau,  office,  corpora- 

24  tion,  or  other  agency  constituting  a  part  of  such  Department, 

25  shall  be  used  in  the  current  fiscal  year  for  the  payment  of 
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salary  or  travel  expenses  of  any  person  who  has  been  con¬ 
victed  of  violating  the  Act  entitled  “An  Act  to  prevent 
pernicious  political  activities”,  approved  August  2,  1939,  as 
amended,  or  who  has  been  found  in  accordance  with  the  pro¬ 
visions  of  title  18,  United  States  Code,  section  1913,  to  have 
violated  or  attempted  to  violate  such  section  which  prohibits 
the  use  of  Federal  appropriations  for  the  payment  of  personal 
services  or  other  expenses  designed  to  influence  in  any  man¬ 
ner  a  Member  of  Congress  to  favor  or  oppose  any  legislation 
or  appropriation  by  Congress  except  upon  request  of  any 
Member  or  through  the  proper  official  channels. 

Agricultural  Marketing  Service 

MARKETING  RESEARCH  AND  SERVICE 
For  expenses  necessary  to  cany  on  research  and  service 
to  improve  and  develop  marketing  and  distribution  relating 
to  agriculture  as  authorized  by  the  Agricultural  Marketing 
Act  of  1946  (7  U.S.C.  1621-1627)  and  other  laws,  includ¬ 
ing  the  administration  of  marketing  regulatory  acts  connected 
therewith:  Provided,  That  appropriations  hereunder  shall 
be  available  pursuant  to  5  U.S.C.  565a  for  the  construction, 
alteration,  and  repair  of  buildings  and  improvements,  but 
unless  otherwise  provided,  the  cost  of  erecting  any  one  build¬ 
ing  shall  not  exceed  $15,000,  except  for  two  buildings  to 
be  constructed  or  improved  at  a  cost  not  to  exceed  $30,000 
each,  and  the  cost  of  altering  any  one  building  during  the 
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fiscal  year  shall  not  exceed  $5,000  or  5  per  centum  of  the 
cost  of  the  building,  whichever  is  greater: 

Marketing  research  and  agricultural  estimates:  Tor 
research  and  development  relating  to  agricultural  marketing 
and  distribution,  for  analyses  relating  to  farm  prices,  income 
and  population,  and  demand  for  farm  products,  and  for  crop 
and  livestock  estimates,  $16,315,000:  Provided,  That  not 
less  than  $350,000  of  the  funds  contained  in  this  appro¬ 
priation  shall  be  available  to  continue  to  gather  statistics 
and  conduct  a  special  study  on  the  price  spread  between 
the  farmer  and  the  consumer:  Provided  further,  That  no 
part  of  the  funds  herein  appropriated  shall  be  available  for 
any  expense  incident  to  publishing  estimates  of  apple  pro¬ 
duction  for  other  than  the  commercial  crop. 

PAYMENTS  TO  STATES  AND  POSSESSIONS 

For  payments  to  departments  of  agriculture,  bureaus  and 
departments  of  markets,  and  similar  agencies  for  marketing 
activities  under  section  204(b)  of  the  Agricultural  Market¬ 
ing  Act  of  1946  (7  U.S.O.  1623  (b)  ) ,  $1,195,000. 

SCHOOL  LUNCH  PROGRAM 

For  necessary  expenses  to  carry  out  the  provisions  of 
the  National  School  Lunch  Act  (42  U.S.O.  1751-1760), 
$110,000,000:  Provided,  That  no  part  of  this  appropriation 
shall  be  used  for  nonfood  assistance  under  section  5  of  said 
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Act:  Provided  further,  That  $45,000,000  shall  be  trans¬ 
ferred  to  this  appropriation  from  funds  available  under  sec¬ 
tion  32  of  the  Act  of  August  24,  1935,  for  purchase  and 
distribution  of  agricultural  commodities  and  other  foods 
pursuant  to  section  6  of  the  National  School  Lunch  Act. 

Foreign  Agricultural  Service 

SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 

For  necessary  expenses  for  the  Foreign  Agricultural 
Service,  including  carrying  out  title  VI  of  the  Agricultural 
Act  of  1954  (7  U.S.C.  1761-1768),  and  for  enabling  the 
Secretary  to  coordinate  and  integrate  activities  of  the  Depart¬ 
ment  in  connection  with  foreign  agricultural  work,  including 
not  to  exceed  $25,000  for  representation  allowances  and  for 
expenses  pursuant  to  section  8  of  the  Act  approved 
August  3,  1956  (7  U.S.O.  1766),  $4,447,000:  Provided, 
That  not  less  than  $400,000  of  the  funds  contained  in 
this  appropriation  shall  be  available  to  obtain  statistics 
and  related  facts  on  foreign  production  and  full  and 
complete  information  on  methods  used  by  other  countries 
to  move  farm  commodities  in  world  trade  on  a  competitive 
basis:  Provided  further,  That,  in  addition,  not  to  exceed 
$2,493,000  of  the  funds  appropriated  by  section  32  of  the 
Act  of  August  24,  1935,  as  amended  (7  U.S.C.  612c) , 
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1  shall  be  merged  with  this  appropriation  and  shall  be  avail- 

2  able  for  all  expenses  of  the  Foreign  Agricultural  Service 

3  in  carrying  out  the  purposes  of  said  section  32. 

4  SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES  (SPECIAL  FOREIGN  CURRENCY 

5  PROGRAM) 

6  For  purchase  of  foreign  currencies  which  accrue  under 

7  title  I  of  the  Agricultural  Trade  Development  and  Assistance 

8  Act  of  1954,  as  amended  (7  U.S.C.  1704) ,  for  the  purposes 

9  of  market  development  activities  under  section  104(a)  of 

10  that  Act,  $13,621,000,  and  for  the  purposes  of  section  104 

11  (m)  of  that  Act,  relating  to  agricultural  and  horticultural 

12  fair  participation  and  related  activities,  $1,000,000,  to  re- 

13  main  available  until  expended:  Provided,  That  the  dollar 

14  value  of  the  unexpended  balances,  as  of  June  30,  1960,  of 

15  allocations  of  foreign  currencies  heretofore  made  available 

16  to  the  Foreign  Agricultural  Service  for  the  foregoing  pur- 

17  poses  of  such  sections  104  (a)  and  (m)  is  appropriated  as 

18  of  that  date  and  shall  he  merged  with  this  appropriation: 
^J-9  Provided  further,  That  funds  appropriated  herein  shall  be 

20  used  to  purchase  such  foreign  currencies  as  the  Department 

21  determines  are  needed  and  can  be  used  most  effectively  to 

22  carry  out  the  purposes  of  this  paragraph,  and  such  foreign 

23  currencies  shall,  pursuant  to  the  provisions  of  section 

24  104  (a) ,  be  set  aside  for  sale  to  the  Department  before  for- 
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eign  currencies  which  accrue  under  said  title  I  are  made 
available  for  other  United  States 


Commodity  Exchange  Authority 


SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 


For  necessary  expenses  to  carry  into  effect  the  provisions 
of  the  Commodity  Exchange  Act,  as  amended  (7  U.S.C. 
1-1 7a),  $930,000. 

Commodity  Stabilization  Service 

ACREAGE  ALLOTMENTS  AND  MARKETING  QUOTAS 
For  necessary  expenses  to  formulate  and  carry  out 
acreage  allotment  and  marketing  quota  programs  pursuant  to 
provisions  of  title  III  of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act 
of  1938,  as  amended  (7  U.S.C.  1301-1393),  $40,135,000, 
of  which  not  more  than  $6,934,400  shall  be  transferred  to 
the  appropriation  account  “Administrative  expenses,  section 
392,  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of  1938”. 


SUGAR  ACT  PROGRAM 


For  necessary  expenses  to  carry  into  effect  the  provi¬ 
sions  of  the  Sugar  Act  of  1948  (7  U.S.C.  1101-1161), 
$74,500,000,  to  remain  available  until  June  30  of  the  next 
succeeding  fiscal  year:  Provided,  That  expenditures  (includ¬ 
ing  transfers)  from  this  appropriation  for  other  than  pay¬ 
ments  to  sugar  producers  shall  not  exceed  $2,307,000. 
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Conservation  Reserve  Program 
For  necessary  expenses  to  carry  out  a  conservation  re¬ 
serve  program  as  authorized  by  subtitles  B  and  C  of  the  Soil 
Bank  Act  (7  U.S.C.  1831-1837  and  1802-1814),  and  to 
carry  out  liquidation  activities  for  the  acreage  reserve  pro¬ 
gram,  to  remain  available  until  expended,  $310,000,000, 
with  which  may  be  merged  the  unexpended  balances  of 
funds  heretofore  appropriated  for  soil  bank  programs:  Pro¬ 
vided,  That  not  to  exceed  $12,000,000  shall  be  available 
for  administrative  expenses,  of  which  not  less  than 
$10,000,000  may  be  transferred  to  the  appropriation 
account  “Local  administration,  section  388,  Agricultural 
Adjustment  Act  of  1938”:  Provided  further,  That  no  part 
of  these  funds  shall  be  paid  on  any  contract  which  is  illegal 
under  the  law  due  to  the  division  of  lands  for  the  purpose 
of  evading  limits  on  annual  payments  to  participants. 

Federal  Crop  Insurance  Corporation 

OPERATING  AND  ADMINISTRATIVE  EXPENSES 
For  operating  and  administrative  expenses,  $6,376,000. 

Rural  Electrification  Administration 
To  carry  into  effect  the  provisions  of  the  Rural  Electri¬ 
fication  Act  of  1936,  as  amended  (7  U.S.C.  901-924),  as 
follows : 
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LOAN  AUTHORIZATIONS 

Tor  loans  in  accordance  with  said  Act,  and  for  carrying 
out  the  provisions  of  section  7  thereof,  to  be  borrowed  from 
the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury  in  accordance  with  the  pro¬ 
visions  of  section  3  (a)  of  said  Act,  as  follows:  Kural  electri¬ 
fication  program,  $110,000,000;  and  rural  telephone  pro¬ 
gram,  $80,000,000;  and  additional  amounts,  not  to  exceed 
$50,000,000  for  each  program,  may  be  borrowed  under 
the  same  terms  and  conditions  to  the  extent  that  such  amount 
is  required  during  the  fiscal  year  1961  under  the  then  exist¬ 
ing  conditions  for  the  expeditious  and  orderly  development 
of  the  rural  electrification  program  and  rural  telephone 
program. 

SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 

For  administrative  expenses,  including  not  to  exceed 
$500  for  financial  and  credit  reports,  and  not  to  exceed 
$150,000  for  employment  pursuant  to  the  second  sentence 
of  section  706(a)  of  the  Organic  Act  of  1944  (5  U.S.O. 
574) ,  as  amended  by  section  15  of  the  Act  of  August  2, 
1946  (5  U.S.C.  55a),  $9,632,000. 

Farmers  Home  Administration 

To  carry  into  effect  the  provisions  of  titles  I,  II,  and  the 
related  provisions  of  title  IV  of  the  Bankhead- Jones  Farm 


1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 


22 


Tenant  Act,  as  amended  (7  U.S.C.  1000-1031)  ;  the 
Farmers  Home  Administration  Act  of  1946  (7  U.S.C.  1001, 
note;  31  U.S.C.  82b;  12  U.S.C.  371;  35  D.C.  Code  535; 

60  Stat.  1062-1080)  ;  the  Act  of  July  30,  1946  (40  U.S.C. 
436-439)  ;  the  Act  of  August  28,  1937,  as  amended  (16 
U.S.C.  590r-590x — 3),  for  the  development  of  facilities  for 
water  storage  and  utilization  in  the  arid  and  semiarid  areas 
of  the  United  States;  the  provisions  of  title  V  of  the  Hous¬ 
ing  Act  of  1949,  as  amended  (42  U.S.C.  1471-1483),  ( 

relating  to  financial  assistance  for  farm  housing;  the  Rural 
Rehabilitation  Corporation  Trust  Liquidation  Act,  approved 
May  3,  1950  (40  U.S.C.  440-444)  ;  the  items  “Loans  to 
farmers,  1948  flood  damage”  in  the  Act  of  June  25,  1948 
(62  Stat.  1038),  and  “Loans  to  farmers,  property  damage” 
in  the  Act  of  May  24,  1949  (63  Stat.  82)  ;  the  collecting 
and  servicing  of  credit  sales  and  development  accounts  in 

i 

water  conservation  and  utilization  projects  (53  Stat.  685, 

719) ,  as  amended  and  supplemented  (16  U.S.C.  590y,  z — 1 
and  z — 10)  ;  and  the  Act  to  direct  the  Secretary  of  Agricul¬ 
ture  to  convey  certain  mineral  interests,  approved  September 
6,  1950  (7  U.S.C.  1033-1039) ,  as  follows: 

LOAN  AUTHORIZATIONS 

For  loans  (including  payments  in  lieu  of  taxes  and  taxes 
under  section  50  of  the  Bankhead- Jones  Farm  Tenant  Act, 
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as  amended,  and  advances  incident  to  the  acquisition  and 
preservation  of  security  of  obligations  under  the  foregoing 
several  authorities,  except  that  such  advances  under  title  V 
of  the  Housing  Act  of  1949,  as  amended,  shall  be  made  from 
funds  obtained  under  section  511  of  that  Act,  as  amended)  : 
Title  I  and  section  43  of  title  IV  of  the  Bankhead- Jones 
Barm  Tenant  Act,  as  amended,  $26,900,000,  of  which  not 
to  exceed  $2,500,000  may  be  distributed  to  States  and 
territories  without  regard  to  farm  population  and  prevalence 
of  tenancy,  in  addition  to  the  amount  otherwise  distributed 
thereto,  for  loans  in  reclamation  projects  and  to  entrymen 
on  unpatented  public  lands;  title  II  of  the  Bankhead- Jones 
Farm  Tenant  Act,  as  amended,  $197,100,000;  the  Act  of 
August  28,  1937,  as  amended,  $3,000,000:  Provided, 
That  not  to  exceed  the  foregoing  several  amounts  shall  be 
borrowed  in  one  account  from  the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury 
in  accordance  with  the  provisions  set  forth  under  this  head 
in  the  Department  of  Agriculture  Appropriation  Act,  1952: 
Provided  farther,  That  an  additional  amount,  not  to  exceed 
$40,000,000,  may  he  borrowed  under  the  same  terms  and 
conditions  to  the  extent  that  such  amount  is  required  during 
fiscal  year  1961  under  the  then  existing  conditions  for  the 
expeditious  and  orderly  conduct  of  the  loan  programs  under 
the  Bankhead- Jones  Farm  Tenant  Act,  as  amended,  not  to 
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exceed  $5,000,000  of  which  shall  he  available  for  loans 
under  title  I  and  section  43  of  title  IV  of  such  Act,  as 
amended. 

SAL  ABIES  AND  EXPENSES 

For  making,  servicing,  and  collecting  loans  and  insured 
mortgages,  the  servicing  and  collecting  of  loans  made  under 
prior  authority,  the  liquidation  of  assets  transferred  to  Farm¬ 
ers  Home  Administration,  and  other  administrative  expenses, 
$30,500,000,  together  with  a  transfer  of  not  to  exceed 
$1,000,000  of  the  fees  and  administrative  expense  charges 
made  available  by  subsections  (d)  and  (e)  of  section  12 
of  the  Bankhead- Jones  Farm  Tenant  Act,  as  amended 
(7  U.S.C.  1005(b)),  and  section  10(c)  of  the  Act  of 
August  28,  1937,  as  amended. 

Office  of  the  General  Counsel 

SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 

For  necessary  expenses,  including  payment  of  fees  or 
dues  for  the  use  of  law  libraries  by  attorneys  in  the  field 
service,  $3,358,000. 

Office  of  the  Secretary 

SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 

For  expenses  of  the  Office  of  the  Secretary  of  Agricul¬ 
ture;  expenses  of  the  National  Agricultural  Advisory  Com¬ 
mission;  stationery,  supplies,  materials,  and  equipment; 
freight,  express,  and  drayage  charges;  advertising  of  bids, 
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communication  service,  postage,  washing  towels,  repairs  and 
alterations,  and  other  miscellaneous  supplies  and  expenses  not 
otherwise  provided  for  and  necessary  for  the  practical  and 
efficient  work  of  the  Department  of  Agriculture,  $2,899,500 : 
Provided,  That  this  appropriation  shall  be  reimbursed  from 
applicable  appropriations  for  travel  expenses  incident  to  the 
holding  of  hearings  as  required  by  the  Administrative 
Procedure  Act  (5  U.S.O.  1001) . 

Office  of  Information 

SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 

For  necessary  expenses  of  the  Office  of  Information  for 
the  dissemination  of  agricultural  information  and  the  coordi¬ 
nation  of  informational  work  and  programs  authorized  by 
Congress  in  the  Department,  $1,478,000,  of  which  total 
appropriation  not  to  exceed  $537,000  may  be  used  for 
farmers’  bulletins,  which  shall  be  adapted  to  the  inter¬ 
ests  of  the  people  of  the  different  sections  of  the  country, 
an  equal  proportion  of  four-fifths  of  which  shall  be  delivered 
to  or  sent  out  under  the  addressed  franks  furnished  by  the 
Senators,  Representatives,  and  Delegates  in  Congress,  as 
they  shall  direct  (7  U.S.C.  417),  and  not  less  than  one 
hundred  and  fifty-one  thousand  copies  for  the  use  of  the 
Senate  and  House  of  Representatives  of  part  2  of  the 
annual  report  of  the  Secretary  (known  as  the  Yearbook 
of  Agriculture)  as  authorized  by  section  73  of  the  Act  of 
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January  12,  1895  (44  U.S.C.  241),  and  for  reprinting 
the  1959  yearbook  “Food”  for  the  use  of  the  Senate  and 
House  of  Representatives,  respectively,  of  one  hundred  and 
sixteen  thousand  five  hundred  and  twenty-five  copies  (for 
which  not  to  exceed  $90,000  shall  be  available)  :  Provided, 
That  in  the  preparation  of  motion  pictures  or  exhibits  by 
the  Department,  not  exceeding  a  total  of  $10,000  may  be 
used  for  employment  pursuant  to  the  second  sentence  of 
section  706  (a)  of  the  Organic  Act  of  1944  (5  U.S.O.  574) , 
as  amended  by  section  15  of  the  Act  of  August  2,  1946 
(5  U.S.C.  55a) . 

Library 

SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 

For  necessary  expenses,  including  dues  for  library  mem¬ 
bership  in  societies  or  associations  which  issue  publications 
to  members  only  or  at  a  price  to  members  lower  than  to  sub¬ 
scribers  who  are  not  members,  $895,000. 

TITLE  II— CORPORATIONS 
The  following  corporations  and  agencies  are  hereby 
authorized  to  make  such  expenditures,  within  the  limits  of 
funds  and  borrowing  authority  available  to  each  such  corpo¬ 
ration  or  agency  and  in  accord  with  law,  and  to  make  such 
contracts  and  commitments  without  regard  to  fiscal  year 
limitations  as  provided  by  section  104  of  the  Government 
Corporation  Control  Act,  as  amended,  as  may  be  necessary 
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in  carrying  out  the  programs  set  forth  in  the  budget  for  the 
fiscal  year  1961  for  such  corporation  or  agency,  except  as 
hereinafter  provided : 

Federal  Crop  Insurance  Corporation  Fund 
Not  to  exceed  $2,630,000  of  administrative  and 
operating  expenses  may  be  paid  from  premium  income. 
Commodity  Credit  Corporation 

RESTORATION  OF  CAPITAL  IMPAIRMENT 
To  partially  restore  the  capital  impairment  of  the  Com¬ 
modity  Credit  Corporation  determined  by  the  appraisals 
of  June  30,  1959,  and  June  30,  1960,  pursuant  to  section  1 
of  the  Act  of  March  8,  1938,  as  amended  (15  U.S.C. 
713a-l ) ,  $1,226,500,000. 

REIMBURSEMENT  TO  COMMODITY  CREDIT  CORPORATION 
FOR  COSTS  OF  SPECIAL  ACTIVITIES 
To  reimburse  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  for 
authorized  unrecovered  costs  through  June  30,  1960 
(including  interest  through  date  of  recovery),  as  follows: 

(1)  $32,572,000  under  the  International  Wheat  Agree¬ 
ment  Act  of  1949,  as  amended  (7  U.S.C.  1641-1642)  ; 

(2)  $107,094,000  for  commodities  disposed  of  for  emer¬ 
gency  famine  relief  to  friendly  peoples  pursuant  to  title  II 
of  the  Act  of  July  10,  1954,  as  amended  (7  U.S.C.  1703, 
1721-1724)  ;  (3)  $881,000,000  for  the  sale  of  surplus 
agricultural  commodities  for  foreign  currencies  pursuant  to 
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title  I  of  the  Act  of  July  10,  1954,  as  amended  (7  U.S.C. 
1701-1709)  ;  (4)  $18,000  for  grain  made  available  to  the 
Secretary  of  the  Interior  to  prevent  crop  damage  by  migra¬ 
tory  waterfowl  pursuant  to  the  Act  of  July  3,  1956 
(7  U.S.C.  442-446)  ;  (5)  $422,950,000  for  strategic  and 
other  materials  acquired  by  the  Commodity  Credit  Corpo¬ 
ration  as  a  result  of  barter  or  exchange  of  agricultural  com¬ 
modities  or  products  and  transferred  to  the  supplemental 
stockpile  pursuant  to  Public  Law  540,  Eighty-fourth  Con¬ 
gress  (7  U.S.C.  1856)  :  Provided,  That  the  unexpended 
balances  of  funds  heretofore  provided  for  the  various  pur¬ 
poses  under  this  head  may  remain  available  until  expended 
for  the  purposes  for  which  appropriated  and  may  be  merged 
with  the  funds  provided  in  this  paragraph. 

LIMITATION  ON  ADMINISTRATIVE  EXPENSES 
Nothing  in  this  Act  shall  be  so  construed  as  to  prevent 
the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  from  carrying  out  any 
activity  or  any  program  authorized  by  law :  Provided , 
That  not  to  exceed  $44,726,000  shall  be  available 
for  administrative  expenses  of  the  Corporation:  Provided 
further,  That  $1,000,000  of  this  authorization  shall  be  avail¬ 
able  only  to  expand  and  strengthen  the  sales  program  of 
the  Corporation  pursuant  to  authority  contained  in  the  Cor¬ 
poration’s  charter:  Provided  further,  That  not  less  than  7 
per  centum  of  this  authorization  shall  be  placed  in  reserve  to 
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be  apportioned  pursuant  to  section  3679  of  the  Revised 
Statutes,  as  amended,  for  use  only  in  such  amounts  and  at 
such  time  as  may  become  necessary  to  carry  out  program 
operations:  Provided  further,  That  all  necessary  expenses 
(including  legal  and  special  services  performed  on  a  con¬ 
tract  or  fee  basis,  but  not  including  other  personal  services) 
in  connection  with  the  acquisition,  operation,  maintenance, 
improvement,  or  disposition  of  any  real  or  personal  prop¬ 
erty  belonging  to  the  Corporation  or  in  which  it  has  an 
interest,  including  expenses  of  collections  of  pledged  col¬ 
lateral,  shall  be  considered  as  nonadministrative  expenses  for 
the  purposes  hereof :  Provided  further,  ( 1 )  That  no  part  of 
this  authorization  shall  be  used  to  formulate  or  carry  out 
a  price-support  program  for  1960  under  which  a  total  amount 
of  price  support  in  excess  of  $50,000  would  be  extended 
through  loans,  purchases,  or  purchase  agreements  made  or 
made  available  by  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  to  any 
person  on  the  1960  production  of  any  agricultural  com¬ 
modity  declared  by  the  Secretary  to  be  in  surplus  supply, 
unless  (a)  such  person  shall  reduce  his  production  of  such 
commodity  from  that  which  such  person  produced  the  pre¬ 
ceding  year,  in  such  percentage,  not  to  exceed  20  per  centum, 
as  the  Secretary  may  determine  to  be  essential  to  bring  pro¬ 
duction  in  line  within  a  reasonable  period  of  time  with  that 
necessary  to  provide  an  adequate  supply  to  meet  domestic 
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1  and  foreign  demands,  plus  adequate  reserves,  or  (b)  such 

2  person  shall  agree  to  repay  all  amounts  advanced  in  excess 

3  of  $50,000  for  any  agricultural  commodity  within  twelve 

4  months  from  the  date  of  the  advance  of  such  funds  or  at  such 

5  later  date  as  the  Secretary  may  determine,  (2)  that  the  term 

6  “person”  shall  mean  an  individual,  partnership,  firm,  joint- 

7  stock  company,  corporation,  association,  trust,  estate,  or 

8  other  legal  entity,  or  a  State,  political  subdivision  of  a  State, 

9  or  any  agency  thereof,  ( 3 )  that  in  the  case  of  any  loan  to,  or 

10  purchase  from,  a  cooperative  marketing  organization,  or 

11  with  regard  to  price  support  on  an  agricultural  commodity 

12  extended  by  purchases  of  a  product  of  such  commodity  from, 

13  or  by  loans  on  such  product  to,  persons  other  than  the  pro- 
11  ducers  of  such  commodity,  such  limitation  shall  not  apply  to 
15  the  amount  of  price  support  received  by  the  cooperative 
lb  marketing  organization,  or  other  persons,  but  the  amount  of 

17  price  support  made  available  to  any  person  through  such  co- 

18  operative  marketing  organization  or  other  persons  shall  be 

19  included  in  determining  the  amount  of  price  support  received 

20  by  such  person  for  purposes  of  such  limitation,  and  (4)  that 

21  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  shall  issue  regulations  prescrib- 

22  ing  such  rules  as  he  determines  necessary  to  carry  out  this 

23  provision:  Provided  further ,  That  none  of  the  funds  herein 

24  appropriated  shall  be  used  to  formulate  or  administer  any  pro¬ 
gram  which  does  not  provide  for  maximum  use  of  Govem- 
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ment-owned  facilities  for  storing  surplus  commodities,  con¬ 
sistent  with  the  economical  operation  of  the  Corporation. 

TITLE  III— RELATED  AGENCIES 
Farm  Credit  Administration 

LIMITATION  ON  ADMINISTRATIVE  EXPENSES 

Not  to  exceed  $2,480,000  (from  assessments  collected 
from  farm  credit  agencies)  shall  be  obligated  during  the 
current  fiscal  year  for  administrative  expenses. 

Federal  Farm  Mortgage  Corporation  Fund 
The  Federal  Farm  Mortgage  Corporation  is  authorized 
to  make  such  expenditures,  within  available  funds  and  in 
accordance  with  law,  as  may  be  necessary  to  liquidate  its 
assets:  Provided,  That  funds  realized  from  the  liquidation  of 
assets  which  are  determined  by  the  Board  of  Directors  to 
be  in  excess  of  the  requirements  for  expenses  of  liquidation 
shall  be  declared  as  dividends  which  shall  he  paid  into  the 
general  fund  of  the  Treasury. 

TITLE  IV— GENERAL  PROVISIONS 
Sec.  401.  Within  the  unit  limit  of  cost  fixed  by  law,  ap¬ 
propriations  and  authorizations  made  for  the  Department 
under  this  Act  shall  be  available  for  the  purchase,  in  addition 
to  those  specifically  provided  for,  of  not  to  exceed  three 
hundred  and  thirty-seven  passenger  motor  vehicles,  of  which 
three  hundred  and  thirty-two  shall  be  for  replacement  only, 
and  for  the  hire  of  such  vehicles. 
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1  Sec.  402.  Provisions  of  law  prohibiting  or  restricting 

2  the  employment  of  aliens  shall  not  apply  to  employment 

3  under  the  appropriation  for  the  Foreign  Agricultural  Service. 

4  Sec.  403.  Funds  available  to  the  Department  of  Agri- 

5  culture  shall  be  available  for  uniforms  or  allowances  therefor 

6  as  authorized  by  the  Act  of  September  1,  1954,  as  amended 

7  (5  U.S.C.  2131). 

8  Sec.  404.  No  part  of  the  funds  appropriated  by  this  Act 

9  shall  be  used  for  the  payment  of  any  officer  or  employee  of 
10  the  Department  who,  as  such  officer  or  employee,  or  on  be¬ 
ll  half  of  the  Department  or  any  division,  commission,  or 

12  bureau  thereof,  issues,  or  causes  to  be  issued,  any  prediction, 

13  oral  or  written,  or  forecast,  except  as  to  damage  threatened 

14  or  caused  by  insects  and  pests,  with  respect  to  future  prices 

15  of  cotton  or  the  trend  of  same. 

16  Sec.  405.  Except  to  provide  materials  required  in  or 

17  incident  to  research  or  experimental  work  where  no  suitable 

18  domestic  product  is  available,  no  part  of  the  funds  appropri- 

19  ated  by  this  Act  shall  be  expended  in  the  purchase  of  twine 

20  manufactured  from  commodities  or  materials  produced  out- 

21  side  of  the  United  States. 

22  Sec.  406.  Not  less  than  $1,500,000  of  the  appropriations 

23  of  the  Department  for  research  and  service  work  authorized 

24  by  the  Acts  of  August  14,  1946,  July  28,  1954,  and  Sep- 

25  tember  6,  1958  (7  U.S.C.  427,  1621-1629;  72  Stat.  1793) , 
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shall  be  available  for  contracting  in  accordance  with  said 
Acts. 

Sec.  407.  No  part  of  any  appropriation  contained  in 
this  Act  or  of  the  funds  available  for  expenditure  by  any  cor¬ 
poration  or  agency  included  in  this  Act  shall  be  used  for  pub¬ 
licity  or  propaganda  purposes  to  support  or  defeat  legislation 
pending  before  the  Congress. 

This  Act  may  be  cited  as  the  “Department  of  Agricul¬ 
ture  and  Farm  Credit  Administration  Appropriation  Act, 
19.61”. 

Passed  the  House  of  Representatives  May  11,  1960. 

Attest:  RALPH  R.  ROBERTS, 

Clerk. 
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HIGHLIGHTS:  Senate  subcommittee  approved,  agricultural  appropriation  bill.  House 

debated  legislative  branch  appropriation  blrf..  ReP*  Burdick  criticized  soil  bank 
program.  Sen.  Johnston  introduced  and  discussed  bill  to  provide  nutritional  enrich¬ 
ment  of  rice  distributed  by  Federal  Government 


SENATE 

)  AGRICULTURAL  APPROPRIATION  BILL,  1961.  The  "Daily  Digest"  states  that  the  Appro¬ 
priations  Subcommittee  marked  up  and  approved  with  amendments  for  full  committee 
consideration  this  bill,  H.  R.  12117.  p.  D423 


2.  DEPRESSED  AREAS.  Sen. /Thurmond  commended  the  President 1  sN^eto 

depressed  areas  bill/  contended  that  the  oilj.  is 


of  S.  722,  the 
by  the  Congress  to 

substitute  its  judg^nt  for  that  of  the  industries  which  ha&  either  chosen  not 
to  locate  in  area/ in  which  it  was  found  uneconomical  to  operate,  reauced  their 
operations  in  su/h  areas,  or  removed  their  plants  to  areas  where  a  more  favor¬ 
able  economic  (Zimate  existed,"  and  expressed  hope  that  any  effoYt  to  overri  e 
the  veto  wouDj  be  defeated,  p.  9695 

3.  LIBRARY  SERVICES.  Sen.  Moss  urged  enactment  of  legislation  to  extend\he  Library 
Services/Act  for  five  years,  stated  that  the  benefits  of  the  program 
flowed  Zito  rural  America  in  all  sections  of  the  country,  and  reviewedNthe  ac¬ 
complishments  of  the  program  in  Utah.  p.  9oo5 
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HOUSE 

4.  LEGISLATIVE  APPROPRIATION  BILL,  1961.  Began  debate  on  this  bill,  H.  R.  12232/ 

AtNthe  request  of  Rep.  Albert,  deferred  further  action  until  Thurs. ,  May  19/ 
pp.  >702-7  / 

5.  RECLAMATION.  Began  debate  on  H.  R.  7155,  to  authorize  the  Secretary  of  trtie 

InteriorNto  construct  the  San  Luis  unit  of  the  Central  Valley  project  ,/Calif . , 
to  enter  i/to  an  agreement  with  respect  to  the  construction  and  operation  of 
such  unit  (pp.  9707-29).  Reps.  Smith  and  Sisk  discussed  amending  t)/e  bill  to 
prohibit  the  growing  of  crops  in  surplus  supply  (pp*  9710-11),  / 

Received  from  the  Interior  Department  a  report  that  adequate  soil  survey 
and  land  classification  necessary  for  formulation  of  a  definite/project  plan 
has  been  completed  on  the  East  Bench  unit,  Missouri  River  Basin  project,  Mont. 
P.  9739  \  / 

6.  MILK  SANITATION.  Rep.  Johnson,  Wis.,  urged  support  for  his/bill  to  place  the 

responsibility  for  establishing  and  administering  a  Federal  milk  sanitation 
code  in  the  Surgeon  General  and  gave  his  answer  to  the  716  objections  to  the 
legislation  ...  mentioned  most  frequently."  pp.  9119-pl 

7.  FAIR  TRADE.  Rep.  Harris  urgedyongressmen  to  sign  a/discharge  petition  for 

consideration  of  H.  R.  1253,  to\amend  the  Federal  /Trade  Commission  Act  so  as 
to  equalize  rights  in  the  distribution  of  merchandise  identified  by  a  trade¬ 
mark,  brand,  or  trade  name.  p.  97J2  / 

8.  FARM  PROGRAM.  Rep.  Andersen,  Minn.,  ukged  support  of  his  proposed  "green 

acres"  farm  program,  which  would  combine  reduced  acreage  with  a  payment-in¬ 
kind  program,  pp.  9734-5  V/ 

9.  SOIL  BANK.  Rep.  Burdick  criticized  the  /oil\bank  program,  claiming  it  is 

"systematically  destroying  the  fabric  /Of  North  Dakota' s  small  community  life." 
He  said  farmers,  rather  than  placing /a  part  of\their  land  in  soil  bank,  "find 
it  easier  to  retire  all  of  their  cr/p  land  and  move  into  town"  thereby  con¬ 
tinuing  "his  income  from  his  land  jwithout  any  of  \he  headaches  of  active 
farming  or  private  renting."  pp/9738-9  \ 

10.  LANDS.  The  Public  Works  Committee  voted  to  report  (buKdid  not  actually 

report)  H.  R.  11522,  to  permi/c  Government  agencies  to  shll  or  transfer  real 
property  to  States,  municipalities,  and  other  political  subdivisions  for  road 
purposes,  p.  D426  /  \ 

/  ITEMS  IN  APPENDIX  \ 

11.  SUGAR.  Extension  of  remarks  of  Sen.  Fong  inserting  3  editorials  and  stating 

that  they  stress  t her  "tremendous  importance  of  sugar  to  Hawaii's  economy  and 
the  need  for  actio/  on  legislation  which  would  extend  the  Sugar  Act\" 
p.  A4175  /  \ 

12.  DEPRESSED  AREAS/  Sen.  Randolph  inserted  an  editor's  letter  to  the  President 

urging  approval  of  depressed  areas  legislation  and  a  statement  by  AFL-CI0\ 
terming  the /President ' s  veto  as  "shameful."  pp.  A4178-9  \ 

Extension  of  remarks  of  Rep.  Widnall  urging  Congress  "to  get  busy  and  pass 
a  good  depressed  areas  bill."  p.  A4180  ' 
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AGRICULTURAL  APPROPRIATION  BILL,  1961.  The  Appropriations  Committee  reported 
with  amendments  this  bill,  H.  R,  12117  (S.  Rept.  1404)*  Attached  is  a  copy  of 
the  committee  report,  which  explains  the  committee  actions. 
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[  No.  1404 

AGRICULTURAL  AND  FARM  CREDIT  ADMINISTRATION 
APPROPRIATION  BILL,  1961 


Mat  20,  I960.— Ordered  to  be  printed 


Mr.  Russell,  from  the  Committee  on  Appropriations,  submitted  the 

following 

REPORT 

[To  accompany  II. R.  12117] 

The  Committee  on  Appropriations,  to  whom  was  referred  the  bill 
(H.R.  12117)  making  appropriations  for  the  Department  of  Agricul¬ 
ture  and  Farm  Credit  Administration  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June 
30,  1961,  and  for  other  purposes,  report  the  same  to  the  Senate  with 
various  amendments  and  present  herewith  information  relative  to  the 
changes  made : 

Amount  of  bill  as  passed  House  (direct  appropria¬ 


tions) _ $3,  937,  943,  500 

Amount  of  increase  by  Senate  committee  (net) _  62,  279,  183 

I  — — - — 

Amount  of  bill  as  reported  to  Senate _  4,  000,  222,  683 

Amount  of  appropriations,  1960 _  4,  665,  643,  551 

Amount  of  estimates  for  1961 _  4,  135,  263,  190 

The  bill  as  reported  to  tlie  Senate : 

Under  the  appropriations  for  1960 _  665,  420,  868 

Under  the  estimates  for  1961 _  135,  040,  507 
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General  Statement 

The  Senate  committee  bill  is  in  the  amount  of  $4,000,222,683,  a  net 
increase  of  $62,279,183  over  the  House  bill,  and  $135,040,507  under 
the  budget  estimates. 

The  bill  includes  $1,330,088,683  for  regular  activities  and  $2,670,134,- 
000  for  restoration  of  capital  impairment  of  and  reimbursements  to  the 
Commodity  Credit  Corporation.  The  bill  is  $665,420,868  under  the 
appropriations  for  fiscal  1960.  This  is  largely  due  to  a  smaller  amount 
requested  for  restoration  of  CCC  capital  impairment  for  this  bill  than 
was  appropriated  in  fiscal  1960. 

TITLE  I  REGULAR  ACTIVITIES 

Agricultural  Research  Service 

SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 
RESEARCH 

An  appropriation  of  $70,247,600  is  recommended  for  research,  which 
is  an  increase  of  $2,313,600  over  the  House  and  $1,265,900  over  the 
budget  estimate.  The  committee  concurs  in  the  House  action  regard¬ 
ing  the  proposed  redirection  of  research  submitted  in  the  budget, 
amounting  to  $700,000.  It  directs  that  $200,000  of  the  proposed 
amount  be  absorbed  and  none  of  the  existing  locations  be  closed  as 
was  proposed  in  the  President’s  budget. 

The  committee  has  carefully  considered  the  increases  proposed  for 
research  items  included  in  the  budget,  and  recommends  the  following 
appropriations  for  them:  The  Budget  proposed  an  increase  of 
$1,502,800  to  accelerate  research  to  avoid  pesticide  residues  on  agri¬ 
cultural  crops  and  livestock.  The  committee  recommends  the  full 
amount  which  is  an  increase  of  $1,252,800  over  the  House.  The 
committee  proposes  $1,200,000  for  utilisation  research,  which  is  an 
increase  of  $500,000  over  the  House. 

ADDITIONAL  RESEARCH  NEEDS 

During  the  course  of  hearings,  Members  of  Congress  and  public 
witnesses  made  a  number  of  meritorious  proposals  for  increased 
research  on  various  subjects.  The  committee  carefully  examined  each 
proposal  and  recommends  the  following  increases,  for  which  it  believes 
there  is  urgent  need: 

(1)  Increase  of  $545,000  over  the  amount  of  the  House  bill  for  cotton 
boll  weevil  research.  Of  this  amount  $145,000  is  proposed  for  pro¬ 
viding  initial  staffing  and  preparation  of  the  cotton  insects  laboratory 
authorized  last  year  and  $400,000  for  stepping  up  research  at  the 
branch  insect  laboratories  at  Baton  Rouge,  La.,  College  Station.  Tex., 
and  Florence,  S.C. 

(2)  An  increase  of  $100,000  for  initial  staffing  at  the  two  corn  insect 
research  laboratories  authorized  in  last  year’s  bill. 

(3)  An  increase  of  $500,000  for  strengthening  research  on  vegetable 
crops  in  various  parts  of  the  country,  of  which  $75,000  is  to  be  used 
at  the  Coastal  Plains  Station. 

(4)  An  increase  of  $100,000  for  research  at  Newell,  S.  Dak. 
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(5)  An  increase  of  $20,000  for  accelerating  the  grass  weed  research 
investigations  underway  at  Houma,  La. 

(6)  An  increase  of  $25,000  to  step  up  the  research  on  insect  control 
work  in  pecans. 

(7)  An  increase  of  $25,000  for  research  studies  on  salt  cedars  and 
other  phreotophytes.  The  committee  directs  the  Department  to 
report  to  it  on  the  research  needs  concerning  this  problem,  and  recom¬ 
mends  that  additional  funds  be  included  in  next  year’s  budget  based 
upon  such  needs. 

The  committee  is  impressed  with  the  potential  opportunity  to  reduce 
farm  production  costs  through  the  improvement  of  weed  control 
methods.  Losses  from  weeds  are  one  of  the  major  costs  of  agricultural 
production.  The  control  of  weeds  is  the  greatest  single  obstacle  to 
mechanization  of  production  in  most  crops. 

Because  farmers  can  derive  considerable  savings  from  the  develop¬ 
ment  of  improved  weed  control  materials  and  practices  for  use  in 
cotton  and  other  field  crops,  horticultural  crops,  and  pastures,  the 
committee  directs  the  Department  to  make  a  study  to  determine  the 
need  for  such  measures,  including  a  regional  laboratory  or  other 
facilities  whereby  basic  weed  control  research  could  be  speeded  up, 
and  to  report  to  the  committee  not  later  than  February  1,  1961. 

(8)  An  increase  of  $75,000  for  research  on  poultry  diseases  in 
cooperation  with  the  University  of  Georgia. 

The  committee  has  been  advised  of  the  heavy  losses  to  livestock 
producers  in  the  Southwest  caused  by  the  screwworm.  The  com¬ 
mittee  requests  the  Department  to  investigate  the  feasibility  of 
developing  an  eradication  program,  and  to  report  to  the  committee 
on  the  feasibility  and  requirements  for  such  a  program. 

SOIL  AND  WATER  RESEARCH  AND  FACILITY  NEEDS 

Two  years  ago  the  committee  received  a  number  of  proposals  for 
the  construction  of  research  facilities  for  soil  and  water  conservation 
research.  In  the  report  accompanying  the  1959  agricultural  bill  the 
committee  requested  the  Department  to  examine  into  this  subject 
and  report  to  the  committee  regarding  existing  research  facilities, 
expenditures,  and  additional  requirements  with  the  priority  in  which 
research  should  be  accelerated.  The  Department’s  stated  policy  is 
to  bring  existing  facilities  to  full  operating  level,  including  necessary 
capital  construction  and  improvements  prior  to  the  establishment  of 
new  research  centers.  The  committee  agrees  that  this  is  a  reasonable 
method  to  be  followed  in  strengthening  soil  and  water  research.  The 
House  bill  proposes  an  increase  of  $325,000  for  operating  funds  for 
soil  and  water  research,  and  the  committee  has  increased  this  by 
$170,800,  thereby  providing  a  total  increase  of  $495,800  for  the  re¬ 
search  stations  which  were  strengthened  last  year,  and  this  amount 
will  bring  these  facilities  to  full  operating  level.  AVithin  this  amount, 
$40,000  is  provided  for  the  Humboldt  River  watershed  study  to  match 
the  equal  contribution  by  the  State  of  Nevada. 

The  committee  has  stricken  the  building  limitation  inserted  by  the 
House  and  inserted  in  the  bill  a  head  entitled,  “Construction  of 
Facilities,”  as  proposed  in  the  budget.  Under  this  item  the  com¬ 
mittee  recommends  an  appropriation  of  $200,000  for  the  develop¬ 
ment  of  plans  and  specifications  for  needed  construction  at  existing 
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soil  and  water  research  facilities.  This  sum  will  enable  the  Depart¬ 
ment  to  proceed  with  the  necessary  planning  prior  to  the  submission 
of  the  budget  estimate  to  cover  the  cost  of  required  construction  at 
the  next  four  locations  in  order  of  priority. 


PLANT  AND  ANIMAL  DISEASE  AND  PEST  CONTROL 


The  committee  recommends  an  appropriation  of  $52,236,000  for  the 
Federal  share  in  carrying  out  several  regulatory  and  cooperative 
control  programs  financed  under  this  item. 

The  proposed  amount  is  $3,460,400  over  the  estimate  and  $225,000 
over  the  House  bill. 

The  committee  recommends  an  increase  of  $600,000,  over  fiscal 
1960,  for  plant  quarantine  at  ports  of  entry,  which  is  $95,400  over  the 
estimate  and  $200,000  over  the  House  bill. 

An  increase  of  $25,000  for  further  step-up  in  the  eradication  program 
on  sheep  scabies  is  recommended. 

For  brucellosis  eradication  the  sum  of  $19  million  for  the  Federal 
share  is  included.  The  committee  continues  to  support  this  program. 

Last  year  in  the  report  accompanying  the  appropriation  bill  the 
committee  requested  the  Department  to  review  the  contribution 
from  those  States  that  were  making  such  small  contributions  toward 
the  cost  of  the  program.  When  the  committee  examined  into  this 
program  during  the  hearings,  it  was  found  that  overall  there  was  a 
matching  by  the  States  of  Federal  funds.  In  several  States,  how¬ 
ever,  the  State  contribution  is  still  very  small.  In  order  to  correct 
this  situation  in  these  States,  a  proviso  has  been  inserted  in  the  bill 
which  will  exclude  them  from  the  program  beginning  in  fiscal  1962 
unless  they  increase  their  contribution  to  a  minimum  of  40  percent  of 
the  total  cost.  The  committee  commends  those  States  that  are 
making  higher  contributions,  and  expects  them  to  continue  to  do  so 
while  the  States  affected  by  the  language  accelerate  their  efforts. 

The  committee  directs  that  no  funds  provided  herein  are  to  be  used 
to  carry  out  the  fire-ant  eradication  program  in  any  State  which  does 
not  provide  its  share  of  the  financing. 


MEAT  INSPECTION 


An  appropriation  of  $21,562,000  is  recommended  for  this  program, 
which  is  the  amount  requested  in  the  budget  estimate  and  approved 
by  the  House.  The  increase  of  $237,100  over  the  1960  appropriation 
is  for  employee  health  benefits. 


SPECIAL  FUND 


The  committee  concurs  in  the  House  recommendation  to  provide  $1 
million  of  unusued  prior  year  funds  for  the  employment  of  labor  or 
subprofessional  help  at  field  research  stations.  This  is  similar  to  the 
fund  provided  last  year  by  the  Congress  but  not  requested  in  the 
budget  for  1961.  The  committee  has  modified  the  language  carried 
in  the  House  bill  to  permit  the  employment  of  labor  and  subprofes- 
sional  personnel  by  contract  or  regular  appointment. 
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SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 


(SPECIAL  FOREIGN  CURRENCY  PROGRAM) 


The  committee  recommends  under  this  head  an  appropriation  of 
$15,131,000  to  purchase  foreign  currencies  which  are  generated  from 
sales  under  title  I  of  Public  Law  480.  These  foreign  currencies  are 
used  to  conduct  foreign  research  for  market  development  and  utiliza¬ 
tion  under  section  104(a)  and  for  agricultural  and  forestry  research 
under  section  104  (k). 

Previously,  the  foreign  currencies  used  for  these  and  other  purposes 
were  authorized  for  use  outside  the  usual  appropriation  process  and 
control.  The  committee  agrees  with  the  House  that  one  of  the  pri¬ 
mary  purposes  in  the  enactment  of  Public  Law  480  was  to  expand  and 
develop  foreign  markets  for  our  agricultural  products  and  concurs  in 
the  House  action  which  gives  the  Department  first  priority  over  other 
authorized  uses  in  the  accpiisition  of  foreign  currencies. 

)  The  amount  appropriated  is  the  amount  of  the  budget  request, 
and  amount  approved  by  the  House,  and  is  an  increase  of  $3,074,500 
over  funds  allocated  for  this  purpose  during  the  current  fiscal  year. 


CONSTRUCTION  OF  FACILITIES 


Linder  this  item,  as  stated  earlier  in  the  report,  the  committee  rec¬ 
ommends  $200,000  to  be  used  for  plans  and  specifications  required  for 
construction  at  the  next  four  locations  in  priority  order  for  existing 
soil  and  water  research  field  stations.  An  appropriation  of  $250,000 
as  proposed  by  the  House  for  tobacco  research  facilities  is  included 
in  this  item.  The  sum  of  $300,000  is  appropriated  for  payments 
during  fiscal  1961  for  construction  costs  of  the  main  laboratory  and 
headquarters  at  the  National  Arboretum,  for  which  authorization  of 
not  to  exceed  $1,500,000  is  included. 

An  appropriation  of  $2  million  is  recommended  to  construct  a 
laboratory  for  research  on  metabolism  of  agricultural  chemicals  in 
insects,  plants,  and  livestock,  and  to  develop  irradiation  techniques  for 
control  of  insects. 

The  committee  recommends  $950,000  for  the  construction  of  a 


research  facility  to  be  located  at  Athens,  Ga.,  to  conduct 


research  on  disease,  management,  and  related  problems  affecting 
poultry  production. 


State  Experiment  Stations 


PAYMENTS  TO  STATES  AND  PUERTO  RICO 


The  committee  recommends  an  appropriation  of  $32,553,708  for 
research  payments  to  the  States  under  the  formula  prescribed  in  the 
Hatch  Act.  This  is  the  amount  of  the  budget  request  and  $1,000,708 
over  the  House  bill. 

Penalty  mail. — An  appropriation  of  $250,000  for  penalty  mail  costs 
is  recommended. 
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Extension  Service 

COOPERATIVE  EXTENSION  WORK,  PAYMENTS  AND  EXPENSES 

The  committee  recommends  an  appropriation  of  $57,715,000  for 
payments  to  States  for  cooperative  extension  work.  This  is  an  in¬ 
crease  of  $2  million  over  the  House  bill,  $1,135,000  over  the  budget 
recpiest,  and  $4  million  over  the  funds  provided  for  fiscal  1960. 

The  committee  concurs  in  the  statement  in  the  House  report  that 
some  attention  should  be  given  to  the  rural  development  program. 
The  funds  recommended  herein  are  not  earmarked  for  rural  develop¬ 
ment  as  proposed  by  departmental  officials,  but  are  to  be  allocated 
under  the  formula,  and  then  to  be  used  by  the  States  to  strengthen 
extension  work  within  the  respective  States.  The  committee  has 
stricken  a  proviso  inserted  by  the  House  that  would  have  restricted 
the  use  of  the  increased  funds  to  county  extension  offices. 

RETIREMENT  COSTS  FOR  EXTENSION  AGENTS 

For  the  Federal  share  of  payments  for  retirement  costs,  the  com¬ 
mittee  recommends  $5,691,000,  the  budget  estimate,  an  increase  of 
$86,000  over  the  House  bill  and  $286,625  over  fiscal  1960. 

Penalty  mail. — An  appropriation  of  $2,490,000  is  recommended  for 
the  penalty  mail  costs  of  State  and  county  extension  work. 

FEDERAL  EXTENSION  SERVICE 

The  committee  recommends  an  appropriation  of  $2,275,000,  an 
increase  of  $20,000  over  the  House  bill,  and  $117,660  under  the  esti¬ 
mate.  The  increased  amount  will  enable  the  Federal  Extension 
Service  to  strengthen  its  staff  by  the  employment  of  an  auditor  and 
other  essential  staff. 


FARMER  COOPERATIVE  SERVICE 

The  committee  recommends  an  appropriation  of  $620,000,  the 
amount  in  the  House  bill  and  $24,650  under  the  estimate.  The  recom¬ 
mended  amount  provides  an  increase  of  $4,200  over  fiscal  1960  for 
costs  of  the  employee  health  program. 

Soil  Conservation  Service 

CONSERVATION  OPERATIONS 

The  committee  recommends  that  $83,132,000  be  appropriated  for 
technical  assistance  to  soil  conservation  districts.  This  is  the  amount 
of  the  House  bill  and  $250,000  over  the  budget  estimate.  The  in¬ 
crease  will  provide  for  the  staffing  of  an  additional  20  districts  during 
fiscal  1961.  The  committee  concurs  with  the  House  report  statement 
which  cautions  against  the  formation  of  new  districts  except  in  cases 
where  a  genuine  need  exists. 

The  committee  has  also  approved  a  provision  inserted  by  the  House 
which  provides  that  $600,000  of  the  funds  appropriated  under  this 
head  in  the  1960  Appropriation  Act  will  be  available  to  employ 
conservation  aides  during  fiscal  1961. 
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WATERSHED  PROTECTION 

The  committee  recommends  an  appropriation  of  $32  million,  as 
proposed  by  the  House,  an  increase  of  $4,250,000  over  the  budget 
request,  and  $9,250,000  over  the  appropriation  for  1960.  The  com¬ 
mittee  recommends  $3,500,000  for  investigations  and  planning  as 
proposed  in  the  budget.  This  action  provides  an  additional  $1 ,400,000 
for  installation  of  works  of  improvement  to  be  prorated  proportion¬ 
ately  between  the  pilot  watersheds  and  those  approved  under  Public 
Law  566. 

FLOOD  PREVENTION 

An  appropriation  of  $18  million  for  continuing  work  in  the  11 
authorized  watersheds  is  recommended.  This  is  the  amount  of  the 
House  bill,  $3  million  over  the  budget  request,  and  the  amount  pro¬ 
vided  for  fiscal  1960. 

GREAT  PLAINS  CONSERVATION  PROGRAM 

For  the  Great  Plains  conservation  program,  the  sum  of  $10  million 
is  recommended,  the  amount  of  the  estimate,  the  House  bill,  and  the 
amount  provided  in  1960. 

Agricultural  Conservation  Program  Service 

AGRICULTURAL  CONSERVATION  PROGRAM 

An  appropriation  of  $242  million  is  recommended  for  cost-sharing 
payments  to  carry  out  the  1960  program.  This  is  a  reduction  of 
$600,000  under  the  estimate,  and  is  the  amount  proposed  by  the 
House.  This  amount,  together  with  the  carryover  from  prior  year 
balances  is  believed  to  be  adequate  to  meet  commitments  under  the 
$250  million  program  authorization. 

The  advance  authorization  for  the  1961  program  is  recommended 
at  $250  million,  the  amount  of  the  House  bill,  and  $150  million  over 
the  budget  request. 

Agricultural  Marketing  Service 

MARKETING  RESEARCH  AND  AGRICULTURAL  ESTIMATES 

The  committee  recommends  an  appropriation  of  $16,605,000,  an 
increase  of  $290,000  over  the  House  bill  and  $33,500  over  the  budget 
request. 

The  increases  over  the  House  bill  recommendations  are: 

(1)  $25,000  to  conduct  research  studies  on  vegetables  in  the  South¬ 
east; 

(2)  $150,000  to  accelerate  lamb-on-feed  reports  in  the  important 
lamb  feeding  States;  and 

(3)  $115,000  to  initiate  a  pilot  program  of  estimates  for  tomatoes 
and  celery. 

The  committee  agrees  with  the  statements  in  the  House  report  as 
to  need  of  strengthening  various  lines  of  research  on  cotton  quality 
evaluation,  pilot  spinning  tests,  and  of  generally  increasing  knowledge 
regarding  cotton  fiber  performance.  The  studies  proposed  in  the 
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House  report  are  very  important  and  should  be  carried  on  with 
CCC  funds. 

MARKETING  SERVICES 

The  committee  has  restored  to  the  bill  the  paragraph  for  "Marketing 
Services”  which  was  stricken  in  the  House.  The  committee  recom¬ 
mends  an  appropriation  of  $26,579,900,  which  is  $9,500  over  the 
budget  request.  The  $9,500  increase  over  the  budget  request  is  to 
provide  $39,500  within  the  amount  appropriated  to  initiate  grain 
market  news  services  in  California  and  Louisiana. 

Along  with  the  increase  of  $216,450  provided  herein  as  requested  in 
the  budget  for  enforcement  of  the  Packers  and  Stockyards  Act,  as 
amended,  the  committee  recommends  that  the  Secretary  establish  a 
separate  enforcement  agency  reporting  directly  to  an  Assistant 
Secretary. 

The  bill  includes  the  full  estimate  of  $10,296,000  for  poultry  products 
inspection.  The  committee  understands  that  legislation  is  pending 
before  the  standing  Committee  on  Agriculture  and  Forestry  dealing  ( 
with  further  processing  inspection.  If  the  proposed  legislation  is  not 
enacted  before  next  July  1  the  Department  will  be  obliged  to  submit 
a  supplemental  estimate  to  carry  out  federally  supervised  inspection 
of  poultry-food  processing  in  plants  which  are  now  exempted. 

The  committee  endorses  a  recent  proposal  by  the  Department  to 
establish  a  training  center,  to  provide  an  intensive  trai  ling  course  for 
poultry  inspection  personnel,  which  will  be  located  at  and  operated  in 
cooperation  with  the  University  of  Georgia.  The  committee  believes 
it  essential  that  poultry  inspection  personnel  be  qualified,  and  ade¬ 
quately  trained  to  carry  out  the  poultry  products  inspection  program. 

PAYMENTS  TO  STATES,  TERRITORIES,  AND  POSSESSIONS 

The  committee  recommends  an  appropriation  of  $1,195,000,  which 
is  the  amount  of  the  budget  request,  the  House  bill,  and  the  same 
amount  as  provided  for  fiscal  1960. 

SCHOOL  LUNCH  PROGRAM 

The  committee  recommends  a  direct  appropriation  of  $110  million, 
the  budget  estimate  and  the  amount  proposed  by  the  House.  In  ( 
addition,  a  transfer  of  $45  million  of  section  32  funds  to  purchase 
meats  and  other  foods  required  to  provide  a  balanced  school  lunch 
diet  is  recommended.  This  is  the  amount  proposed  for  transfer  from 
section  32  by  the  House  and  is  $5  million  over  the  budget  request. 

Foreign  Agricultural  Service 

SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 

The  administrative  expenses  for  this  agency  are  financed  by  direct 
appropriation  and  by  authorization  to  transfer  funds  from  section  32. 

A  direct  appropriation  of  $4,487,000  is  recommended,  which  is  $40,000 
oyer  the  House  and  $150,300  under  the  budget  request.  The  com¬ 
mittee  believes  that  the  additional  $150,000  requested  for  restoration 
by  the  Department  for  agricultural  attache  services  should  be  financed 
from  foreign  currencies.  For  the  section  32  transfer,  $2,539,000,  the 
full  budget  request,  is  approved.  This  is  an  increase  of  $46,000  over 
the  House,  to  strengthen  trade  fair  activity  and  to  cover  employee 
health  benefit  costs. 
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SPECIAL  FOREIGN  CURRENCY  PROGRAM 

The  committee  recommends  an  appropriation  of  $14,621,000  for 
the  purchase  of  foreign  currencies  generated  from  sales  of  agricultural 
commodities  under  Public  Law  480  to  be  used  for  market  development 
work  pursuant  to  section  104(a)  and  for  agricultural  and  horticultural 
exhibitions  pursuant  to  section  104(m).  This  is  the  amount  recom¬ 
mended  by  the  House  and  is  an  increase  of  $8,777,622  over  funds 
estimated  to  be  available  for  1960. 

The  committee  has  inserted  a  proviso  requested  in  the  budget 
estimate  which  provides  that  not  less  than  $4,400,000  of  the  cur¬ 
rencies  used  shall  be  purchased  in  countries  where  currency  balances 
exceed  normal  U.S.  Government  needs. 

The  committee  approves  the  language  inserted  by  the  House  to 
facilitate  the  acquisition  and  convertibility  of  foreign  currencies  used 
in  conducting  market  development  work.  This  proviso  should  facili¬ 
tate  the  Department’s  efforts  to  conduct  market  development  work 
in  countries  with  a  greater  potential  for  U.S.  agricultural  exports. 

The  bill,  which  specifically  makes  available  foreign  currencies  to 
carry  out  agricultural  market  development  programs  in  countries 
which  offer  the  greatest  possibilities  for  expanding  dollar  sales,  gives 
effect  to  the  legislative  policy  established  by  Congress  under  Public 
Law  480.  The  development  of  new  or  expanded  markets  for  American 
agriculture  is  recognized  as  one  of  the  principal  long-range  benefits 
sought  to  be  achieved  under  that  act. 

The  committee,  however,  believes  that  even  greater  progress  can  be 
made  with  respect  to  some  commodities,  particularly  those  which 
have  only  recently  entered  the  export  field.  This  can  be  accomplished 
through  a  more  effective  use  of  Public  Law  480  and  section  32  to  get 
these  commodities  into  new  market  areas.  Ready-to-cook  poultry 
and  fruits  and  vegetables  are  examples  of  these  commodities.  The 
committee  believes  that  all  available  means  should  be  used  to  intro¬ 
duce  such  U.S.  foods  to  these  new  areas  for  such  periods  of  time  and 
under  such  conditions  as  will  overcome  the  initial  barriers  and  risks 
which  tend  to  discourage  or  prevent  trade  stimulation.  Such  action 
will  encourage  foreign  consumers  to  become  acquainted  with  U.S. 
products  and  will  generate  trade  on  a  commercial  basis  which  can  be 
expanded  and  strengthened  through  market  promotion  programs. 

Commodity  Exchange  Authority 

An  appropriation  of  $941,325  is  recommended,  the  budget  estimate, 
and  an  increase  of  $11,325  over  the  House  bill.  The  amount  recom¬ 
mended  provides  an  increase  of  $25,225  to  expand  and  accelerate  the 
investigation  and  elimination  of  abuses  concerning  unlawful  market 
and  trade  practices,  and  $6,500  of  the  increase  is  for  employee  health 
benefit  costs. 

Commodity  Stabilization  Service 

ACREAGE  ALLOTMENTS  AND  MARKETING  QUOTAS 

For  carrying  out  the  acreage  allotment  and  marketing  quota 
program,  $40,135,000  is  recommended,  the  House  figure,  the  budget 
estimate,  and  a  decrease  of  $400,000  under  the  amounts  provided  in 
fiscal  1960. 

S.  Ropt.  1104 — S2 - 2 
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SUGAR  ACT  PROGRAM 

An  appropriation  of  $74,500,000  for  making  mandatory  payments 
to  sugar  producers  is  recommended.  This  is  the  amount  of  the  budget 
request  and  the  House  bill. 

CONSERVATION  RESERVE  PROGRAM 

The  committee  recommends  an  appropriation  of  $335  million  for 
program  payment  obligations  and  administration  of  the  conservation 
reserve  program.  This  is  an  increase  of  $25  million  over  the  House, 
and  is  $6,300,000  under  the  restoration  requested  by  the  Department. 
This  is  the  same  amount  as  appropriated  in  fiscal  1960. 

Rural  Electrification  Administration 

LOAN  AUTHORIZATIONS 

The  committee  recommends  $110  million  authorization  for  electric 
loans  and  $80  million  authorization  for  telephone  loans  as  proposed 
in  the  budget  request  and  approved  by  the  House.  In  addition,  it 
recommends  a  contingency  authorization  of  $60  million  for  each  pro¬ 
gram,  an  increase  of  $10  million  over  the  House.  No  contingency 
reserve  was  requested  in  the  budget  for  either  program. 

The  carryover  authorization  into  fiscal  1961  for  electric  loans  is 
estimated  at  $110  million;  the  committee  recommends  a  new  authori¬ 
zation  of  $110  million  regular  authorization  and  $60  million  contin¬ 
gency  authorization,  making  a  total  of  $280  million  available  if  it  is 
required. 

For  the  telephone  program  only  $1  million  is  estimated  to  be  carried 
into  fiscal  1961;  the  committee  recommends  $80  million  regular 
authorization  with  a  contingency  of  $60  million  providing  a  total  of 
$141  million  available  for  fiscal  1961  to  meet  the.  increased  demand 
for  telephone  loans. 

SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 

h  or  administrative  expenses  for  the  Rural  Electrification  Adminis¬ 
tration,  the  committee  recommends  $9,632,000,  the  amount  of  the 
estimate,  the  House  bill,  and  the  amount  appropriated  for  fiscal  1960. 

Farmers  Home  Administration 
LOAN  AUTHORIZATIONS 

The  committee  concurs  in  the  recommendations  by  the  House  total¬ 
ing  $227  million  for  loan  authorizations  to  conduct  the  lending  pro¬ 
grams  of  this  agency.  In  addition,  a  contingency  authorization  of 
$40  million  proposed  by  the  House  is  recommended  by  the  committee, 
of  which  not  to  exceed  $35  million  is  for  operating  loans  and  not  to 
exceed  $5  million  is  for  farm  ownership  loans. 

These  authorizations  include  $26,900,000  for  farm  ownership  loans 
and  $197,100,000  for  farm  operating  loans,  which  are  the  respective 
amounts  available  for  the  current  year  and  are  $50  million  over  the 
budget  estimate.  An  authorization  for  soil  and  water  conservation 
loans  of  $3  million  is  recommended,  as  proposed  in  the  budget  and  in 
the  House  bill,  which  is  an  increase  of  $1  million  over  fiscal  1960. 


AGRICULTURAL  AND  FARM  CREDIT  APPROPRIATION  BILL  1 1 


SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 

An  appropriation  of  $31,467,650  is  recommended,  which  restores 
the  budget  request  and  is  an  increase  of  $967,650  over  the  House. 
This  is  $722,900  over  fiscal  1960,  of  which  $226,600  is  for  employee 
health  benefit  costs;  $140,000  for  reclassification  of  employees,  and 
$356,300  is  needed  to  maintain  existing  county  offices.  In  addition 
the  committee  recommends  approval  of  the  budget  request  for  an 
increase  of  $100,000  to  be  transferred  from  the  insurance  fund. 

OFFICE  OF  THE  GENERAL  COUNSEL 

An  appropriation  of  $3,358,000  is  recommended  for  the  Office  of  the 
General  Counsel.  This  is  the  amount  of  the  budget  request,  and  the 
House  bill,  and  provides  an  increase  of  $195,975  over  fiscal  1960. 

The  increase  in  appropriation  provides  $20,800  for  costs  of  the  em¬ 
ployee  health  program  and  $175,175  for  increased  legal  work  in  con¬ 
nection  with  the  Packers  and  Stockyards  Act,  and  other  marketing 
and  regulatory  activities. 

OFFICE  OF  THE  SECRETARY 

The  committee  recommends  an  appropriation  of  $2,899,500  for  the 
Office  of  the  Secretary,  which  is  the  amount  of  the  budget  request  and 
the  amount  provided  in  the  House  bill.  This  is  an  increase  of  $18,500 
over  fiscal  1960  to  meet  the  costs  of  the  employee  health  program. 

OFFICE  OF  INFORMATION 

An  appropriation  of  $1,523,000  is  recommended,  an  increase  of 
$45,000  over  the  budget  request  and  the  House  bill.  The  increase  of 
$45,000  is  to  cover  the  cost  of  reprinting  58,200  copies  of  the  year¬ 
book  “Food”  in  lieu  of  the  House  proposal  to  provide  a  one-lialf  edition 
reprint  to  be  financed  by  decreasing  the  amount  proposed  in  the 
budget  estimate  to  be  used  in  printing  the  1961  yearbook  entitled 
“Seed.” 

LIBRARY 

An  appropriation  of  $895,000  is  recommended  for  the  operation  of 
the  Library.  This  is  the  amount  of  the  budget  request,  the  amount 
of  the  House  bill,  and  an  increase  of  $63,100  over  fiscal  1960,  to  meet 
the  increased  work  volume  of  the  Agricultural  Library. 

TITLE  II— CORPORATIONS 

Federal  Crop  Insurance  Corporation 

For  regular  operating  and  administrative  expenses,  an  appropriation 
of  $6,376,000  is  recommended  for  fiscal  1961.  This  is  the  same 
amount  as  for  fiscal  1960. 

The  Corporation  also  has  authority  to  spend  from  its  premium  in¬ 
come  for  administrative  expenses.  The  committee  recommends,  for 
fiscal  1961,  the  amount  of  $2,630,000,  which  is  the  amount  recom¬ 
mended  by  the  House  and  is  $200,000  under  the  budget  request. 
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Commodity  Credit  Corporation 

RESTORATION  OF  CAPITAL  IMPAIRMENT 

An  appropriation  of  $1,226,500,000  is  recommended  for  restoration 
of  capital  impairment,  which  is  the  amount  of  the  House  bill  and  is 
$98,500,000  under  the  estimate.  The  amount  included  covers  $632 
million  for  the  balance  of  losses  incurred  in  fiscal  1959,  and  $594,500,- 
000  of  the  estimated  losses  during  fiscal  1960. 

The  committee  is  disturbed  by  the  increased  amounts  in  this  item 
that  go  to  storage  costs,  handling,  and  other  charges,  and  urges  the 
Department  to  make  savings  in  these  costs  wherever  possible. 

REIMBURSEMENTS  TO  COMMODITY  CREDIT  CORPORATION  FOR  COSTS  OF 

SPECIAL  ACTIVITIES 

The  committee  recommends  an  appropriation  of  $1,443,634,000  to 
reimburse  CCC  for  the  estimated  cost  of  several  special  programs,  for  ( 
the  cost  of  which  CCC  is  authorized  to  be  reimbursed.  The  following 
table  provides  a  summary  of  these  costs  for  fiscal  years  1958,  1959^ 
and  the  estimated  cost  for  fiscal  1960,  for  which  this  appropriation  is 
made. 


Item 

1959  (1P5S 
costs) 

1960  (1959 
costs) 

1961  (1960 
estimated 
costs) 

International  Wheat  Agreement  __ 

Emergency  famine  relief  to  friendly  peoples 

Sales  of  surplus  agricultural  commodities  for  foreign  currencies 
Grain  for  migratory  waterfowl  feed 

Transfer  of  bartered  materials  to  supplemental  stockpile 
Advances  to  Agricultural  Research  Service  for  animal  disease 
eradication  activities 

$80, 800,  000 
119,270.000 
1,033.515,  000 
18,  506 
82,  250, 335 

19, 390, 100 

1,  510,  870 

$47,  404,  719 
96,  601,678 
968,  016, 000 
17,  363 
129,  000,  000 

1,036,192 

608, 926 
25,  412,  562 

$32, 572, 000 
107, 094, 000 
881,000,000 
18,000 
422, 950, 000 

Advances  to  Agricultural  Marketing  Service  for  classing  cot¬ 
ton  and  grading  tobacco 

Unobligated  balance _ 

Total  appropriation  or  estimate 

1,336,  754,811 

1, 268, 097,  500 

1,443,634,000 

LIMITATION  ON  ADMINISTRATIVE  EXPENSES 

for  administrative  expenses  of  the  CCC  the  committee  recommends  ( 
a  limitation  of  $45,726,000,  an  increase  of  $1  million  over  the  House, 
and  $2,702,000  under  the  budget  request.  The  amount  recommended 
is  an  increase  of  $3,326,000  over  fiscal  1960.  The  increase  is  to  be 
placed  in  the  contingency  reserve  for  use  in  connection  with  the 
regular  price  support  activities. 

The  committee  has  stricken  a  provision  inserted  by  the  House 
which  affects  storage  policy  of  agricultural  commodities. 

TITLE  III— RELATED  AGENCIES 

Farm  Credit  Administration 

The  committee  recommends  an  administrative  expense  limitation 
of  $2,480,000,  for  fiscal  1961.  This  is  the  amount  requested,  and 
approved  by  the  House,  and  is  an  increase  of  $170,000  over  fiscal  1960 
to  cover  the  full  year  cost  of  the  transfer  of  37  employees  from  the 
•  °ciei al  land  bank  payroll  to  the  Farm  Credit  Administration  as 
authorized  by  the  Farm  Credit  Act  of  1959. 


COMPARATIVE  STATEMENT  OF  APPROPRIATIONS  FOR  1960  AND  ESTIMATES  AND  AMOUNTS  RECOMMENDED 

IN  BILL  FOR  1961 

REGULAR  ACTIVITIES  (TITLE  I) 
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Calendar  No.  1467 


86th  CONGRESS 
2d  Session- 


RR.  12117 


[Report  No.  1404] 


IN  THE  SENATE  OE  THE  UNITED  STATES 

May  12,1960 

Read  twice  and  referred  to  the  Committee  on  Appropriations 

May  20,  1960 

Reported,  under  authority  of  the  order  of  the  Senate  of  January  18,  1960,  by 

Mr.  Russell,  with  amendments 

[Omit  the  part  struck  through  and  insert  the  part  printed  in  italic] 


AN  ACT 

Making  appropriations  for  the  Department  of  Agriculture  and 
Farm  Credit  Administration  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June 
30,  1961,  and  for  other  purposes. 

1  Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Bepresenta- 

2  tives  of  the  United  States  of  Amevica  in  C ongvess  assembled, 

3  That  the  following  sums  are  appropriated,  out  of  any  money 

4  in  the  Treasury  not  otherwise  appropriated,  for  the  Depart- 

5  ment  of  Agriculture  and  Farm  Credit  Administration  for 

6  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1961;  namely: 
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DEPARTMENT  OF  AGRICULTURE 
TITLE  I— REGULAR  ACTIVITIES 
Agricultural  Research  Service 

SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 

For  expenses  necessary  to  perform  agricultural  research 
relating  to  production,  utilization,  and  home  economics,  to 
control  and  eradicate  pests  and  plant  and  animal  diseases, 
and  to  perform  related  inspection,  quarantine  and  regulatory 
work,  and  meat  inspection:  Provided,  That  not  to  exceed 
$75,000  of  the  appropriations  hereunder  shall  be  available 
for  employment  pursuant  to  the  second  sentence  of  section 
706(a)  of  the  Organic  Act  of  1944  (5  U.S.C.  574),  as 
amended  by  section  15  of  the  Act  of  August  2,  1946  (5 
U.S.C.  55a)  :  Provided  further,  That  appropriations  here¬ 
under  shall  be  available  for  the  operation  and  maintenance 
of  aircraft  and  the  purchase  of  not  to  exceed  two,  of  which 
one  shall  be  for  replacement  only:  Provided  further,  That 
appropriations  hereunder  shall  be  available  pursuant  to  title 
5,  United  States  Code,  section  565a,  for  the  construction, 
alteration,  and  repair  of  buildings  and  improvements,  but 
unless  otherwise  provided,  the  cost  of  constructing  any  one 
building  (except  headhouses  connecting  greenhouses)  shall 
not  exceed  $15,000,  except  for  five  buildings  to  be  con¬ 
structed  or  improved  at  a  cost  not  to  exceed  $30,000  each, 
and  the  cost  of  altering  any  one  building  during  the  fiscal 
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year  shall  not  exceed  $5,000  or  5  per  centum  of  the  cost 
of  the  building,  whichever  is  greater: 

Research:  For  research  and  demonstrations  on  the 
production  and  utilization  of  agricultural  products,  home 
economics,  and  related  research  and  services,  including 
administration  of  payments  to  State  agricultural  experiment 
stations,  $67,934,000  $70,247 ,600 :  Provided,  That  the 
limitations  contained  herein  shall  not  apply  to  replacement 
of  buildings  needed  to  carry  out  the  Act  of  April  24,  1948 
(21  U.S.C.  113a)  3-nr  to  net  to  ex-eeed  fcOOOjOOO  te  remain 
available  until  expended  for  the  construction  and  alteration  of 
buildings :  Provided  further,  That  the  Secretary  of 
Agriculture  may  sell  the  Entomology  Research  Laboratory 
at  Orlando,  Florida,  in  such  manner  and  upon  such  terms 
and  conditions  as  he  deems  advantageous  and  the  proceeds  of 
such  sale  shall  remain  available  until  expended  for  the  estab¬ 
lishment  of  an  entomology  research  laboratory:  Provided 
further,  That  in  the  establishment  of  such  laboratory  the 
Secretary  may  acquire  land  therefor  by  donation  or  exchange ; 

Plant  and  animal  disease  and  pest  control:  For  opera¬ 
tions  and  measures,  not  otherwise  provided  for,  to  control 
and  eradicate  pests  and  plant  and  animal  diseases  and  for 
carrying  out  assigned  inspection,  quarantine,  and  regulatory 
activities,  as  authorized  by  law,  including  expenses  pursuant 
to  the  Act  of  February  28,  1947  (21  U.S.O.  114b-d), 


4 


1  $5 2-,-0 14^000  $52,236,000,  of  which  $1,500,000  shah  be 

2  apportioned  for  use  pursuant  to  section  3679  of  the  Revised 

3  Statutes,  as  amended,  for  the  control  of  outbreaks  of  insects 

4  and  plant  diseases  to  the  extent  necessary  to  meet  emergency 

5  conditions:  Provided,  That  no  funds  shall  he  used  to  formu- 

6  late  or  administer  a  brucellosis  eradication  program  for 

7  fiscal  year  1962  that  does  not  require  minimum  matching 

8  by  any  State  of  at  least  40  per  centum ; 

9  Meat  inspection:  For  carrying  out  the  provisions  of 

10  laws  relating  to  Federal  inspection  of  meat,  and  meat-food 

11  products,  and  the  applicable  provisions  of  the  laws  relating 

12  to  process  or  renovated  butter,  $21,562,000; 

13  Special  fund:  To  provide  for  additional  labor  to  be  em- 

14  ployed  under  contraets  and  cooperative  agreements  to 

15  strengthen  the  work  at  research  installations  in  the 

16  field,  not  more  than  $1,000,000  of  the  amount  appropriated 

17  under  this  head  for  the  fiscal  year  1960  may  be  used  by  the 

18  Administrator  of  the  Agricultural  Research  Service  in  depart- 

19  mental  research  programs  in  the  fiscal  year  1961,  the  amount 

20  so  used  to  be  transferred  to  and  merged  with  the  appro- 

21  priation  otherwise  available  under  “Salaries  and  expenses, 

22  Research”. 
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SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES  (SPECIAL  FOREIGN  CURRENCY 

PROGRAM) 

For  purchase  of  foreign  currencies  which  accrue  under 
title  I  of  the  Agricultural  Trade  Development  and  Assistance 
Act  of  1954,  as  amended  (7  U.S.O.  1704),  for  market  de¬ 
velopment  research  authorized  by  section  104(a),  and  for 
agricultural  and  forestry  research  authorized  by  section 
104  (k)  of  that  Act,  to  remain  available  until  expended, 
$15,131,000:  Provided,  That  the  dollar  value  of  the  unex¬ 
pended  balances,  as  of  June  30,  1960,  of  allocations  of 
foreign  currencies  heretofore  made  available  to  the  Agri¬ 
cultural  Research  Service  for  the  foregoing  purposes  of  sec¬ 
tion  104  (a)  is  appropriated  as  of  that  date  and  shall  be 
merged  with  this  appropriation :  Provided  further,  That  funds 
appropriated  herein  shall  be  used  to  purchase  such  foreign 
currencies  as  the  Department  determines  are  needed  and 
can  be  used  most  effectively  to  cany  out  the  purposes  of  this 
paragraph,  and  such  foreign  currencies  shall,  pursuant  to 
the  provisions  of  section  104  (a) ,  be  set  aside  for  sale  to  the 
Department  before  foreign  currencies  which  accrue  under 
said  title  I  are  made  available  for  other  United  States  uses. 
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1  CONSTRUCTION  OF  FACILITIES 

2  For  construction  of  facilities  and  acquisition  of  the 

3  necessary  land  therefor  hy  donation  or  exchange,  $3,700,- 

4  000,  to  remain  available  until  expended:  Provided,  That 

5  $ 300,000  of  the  amount  appropriated  herein  shall  be 

6  available  for  payment  of  expenses  for  construction  of  a  head- 

7  quarters-laboratory  building  at  the  National  Arboretum, 

8  which  is  hereby  authorized  to  be  constructed  under  contract 

9  authorization  in  an  amount  not  to  exceed  $1,500,000. 

10  STATE  EXPERIMENT  STATIONS 

11  Payments  to  States  and  Puerto  Rico:  For  payments 

12  to  agricultural  experiment  stations  to  carry  into  effect  the 

13  provisions  of  the  Hatch  Act,  approved  March  2,  1887,  as 

14  amended  by  the  Act  approved  August  11,  1955  (7  U.S.C. 

15  361a-361i) ,  including  administration  by  the  United  States 
lt>  Department  of  Agriculture,  $3-1,053,000  $32,053,708;  and 

17  payments  authorized  under  section  204(b)  of  the  Agricul- 

18  tural  Marketing  Act,  the  Act  approved  August  14,  1946  (7 

19  U.S.C.  1623) ,  $500,000;  in  all,  $3-^553,000  $32,553,708. 

20  Penalty  mail:  For  penalty  mail  costs  of  agricultural 

21  experiment  stations  under  section  6  of  the  Hatch  Act  of 

22  1887,  as  amended,  $250,000. 

23  DISEASES  OF  ANIMALS  AND  POULTRY 

24  Eradication  activities:  For  expenses  necessary  in  the 

25  arrest  and  eradication  of  foot-and-mouth  disease,  rinderpest, 
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contagious  pleuropneumonia,  or  other  contagious  or  infectious 
diseases  of  animals,  or  European  fowl  pest  and  similar  dis¬ 
eases  in  poultry,  and  for  foot-and-mouth  disease  and  rinder¬ 
pest  programs  undertaken  pursuant  to  the  provisions  of  the 
Act  of  February  28,  1947,  and  the  Act  of  May  29,  1884, 
as  amended  (7  U.S.O.  391;  21  U.S.O.  111-122),  including 
expenses  in  accordance  with  section  2  of  said  Act  of  Febru¬ 
ary  28,  1947,  the  Secretary  may  transfer  from  other  ap¬ 
propriations  or  funds  available  to  the  bureaus,  corporations, 
or  agencies  of  the  Department  such  sums  as  he  may  deem 
necessary,  to  be  available  only  in  an  emergency  which 
threatens  the  livestock  or  poultry  industry  of  the  country, 
and  any  unexpended  balances  of  funds  transferred  under 
this  head  in  the  next  preceding  fiscal  year  shall  be  merged 
with  such  transferred  amounts :  Provided,  That  this  appropri¬ 
ation  shall  be  subject  to  applicable  provisions  contained  in  the 
item  “Salaries  and  expenses,  Agricultural  Research  Service”. 

Extension  Service 

COOPERATIVE  EXTENSION  WORK,  PAYMENTS  AND  EXPENSES 
Payments  to  States  and  Puerto  Rico:  For  payments 
for  cooperative  agricultural  extension  work  under  the  Smith- 
Lever  Act,  as  amended  by  the  Act  of  June  26,  1953  (7 
U.S.C.  341-348),  and  the  Act  of  August  11,  1955  (7 
U.S.C.  347a),  $54,22QT000  $ 56,220,000 ;  and  payments 
and  contracts  for  such  work  under  section  204(b) -205  of 
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the  Agricultural  Marketing  Act  of  1946  (7  U.S.C.  1623- 
1624) ,  $1,495,000;  in  all,  $55,7-1-5,000  $ 57,715,000 :  Pro¬ 
vided,  That  funds  hereby  appropriated  pursuant  to  section 
3  (c)  of  the  Act  of  June  26,  1953,  shall  not  be  paid  to  any 
State  or  Puerto  Eico  prior  to  availability  of  an  equal  sum 
from  non-Federal  sources  for  expenditure  during  the  cur¬ 
rent  fiscal  yeSiY-irPmmdcd  further,-  That  ah  of  the  additional 
funds  provided  herein  shall  ho  used  to  meet  expenses  at  the 
county  level. 

Eetirement  costs  for  extension  agents:  For  cost  of  em¬ 
ployer’s  share  of  Federal  retirement  for  cooperative  exten¬ 
sion  employees,  $5787-5,009  $5,961,000. 

Penalty  mail:  For  costs  of  penalty  mail  for  cooperative 
extension  agents  and  State  extension  directors,  $2,490,000. 

Federal  Extension  Service:  For  administration  of  the 
Smith-Lever  Act,  as  amended  by  the  Act  of  June  26,  1953 
(7  U.S.O.  341-348),  and  the  Act  of  August  11,  1955  (7 
U.S.C.  347a) ,  and  extension  aspects  of  the  Agricultural 
Marketing  Act  of  1946  (7  U.S.C.  1621-1627),  and  to 
coordinate  and  provide  program  leadership  for  the  exten¬ 
sion  work  of  the  Department  and  the  several  States 
and  insular  possessions,  $2t2557Q09  $2,275,000. 
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Farmer  Cooperative  Service 

SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 

For  necessary  expenses  to  carry  out  the  Act  of  July  2, 
1926  (7  U.S.C.  451-457),  $620,000. 

Soil  Conservation  Service 

CONSERVATION  OPERATIONS 
For  necessary  expenses  for  carrying  out  the  provisions 
of  the  Act  of  April  27,  1935  (16  U.S.C.  590a-590f) ,  in¬ 
cluding  preparation  of  conservation  plans  and  establishment 
of  measures  to  conserve  soil  and  water  (including  farm 
irrigation  and  land  drainage  and  such  special  measures  as 
may  be  necessary  to  prevent  floods  and  the  siltation  of 
reservoirs)  ;  operation  of  conservation  nurseries;  classifica¬ 
tion  and  mapping  of  soils;  dissemination  of  information; 
purchase  and  erection  or  alteration  of  permanent  buildings; 
and  operation  and  maintenance  of  aircraft,  $83,132,000: 
Provided,  That  the  cost  of  any  permanent  building  pur¬ 
chased,  erected,  or  as  improved,  exclusive  of  the  cost 
of  constructing  a  water  supply  or  sanitary  system  and 
connecting  the  same  to  any  such  building  and  with  the  ex¬ 
ception  of  buildings  acquired  in  conjunction  with  land  being 
H.  R.  12117 - 2 
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purchased  for  other  purposes,  shall  not  exceed  $2,500,  ex¬ 
cept  for  eight  buildings  to  be  constructed  or  improved  at  a 
cost  not  to  exceed  $15,000  per  building  and  except  that 
alterations  or  improvements  to  other  existing  permanent 
buildings  costing  $2,500  or  more  may  be  made  in  any  fiscal 
year  in  an  amount  not  to  exceed  $500  per  building:  Pro¬ 
vided  further ,  That  no  part  of  this  appropriation  shall  be 
available  for  the  construction  of  any  such  building  on  land 
not  owned  by  the  Government:  Provided  further,  That 
no  part  of  this  appropriation  may  be  expended  for  soil  and 
water  conservation  operations  under  the  Act  of  April  27, 
1935  (16  U.S.O.  590a-590f),  in  demonstration  projects: 
Provided  further,  That  not  to  exceed  $5,000  may  be  used 
for  employment  pursuant  to  the  second  sentence  of  section 
706(a)  of  the  Organic  Act  of  1944  (5  U.S.O.  574),  as 
amended  by  section  15  of  the  Act  of  August  2,  1946  (5 
U.S.O.  55a)  :  Provided  further,  That  qualified  local  engi¬ 
neers  may  be  temporarily  employed  at  per  diem  rates  to 
perform  the  technical  planning  work  of  the  service :  Pro¬ 
vided  further,  That  not  to  exceed  $600,000  of  the  amount 
appropriated  under  this  head  for  fiscal  year  1960  may  be 
used  to  employ  conservation  aides  and  other  nonprofessional 
personnel  on  a  part-time  or  contract  basis,  and  the  amount 
so  used  may  he  transferred  to  and  merged  with  this  appro¬ 
priation. 
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WATERSHED  PROTECTION 

For  expenses  necessary  to  conduct  surveys,  investiga¬ 
tions,  and  research  and  to  carry  out  preventive  measures, 
including,  but  not  limited  to,  engineering  operations,  meth¬ 
ods  of  cultivation,  the  growing  of  vegetation,  and  changes  in 
use  of  land,  in  accordance  with  the  Watershed  Protection 
and  Flood  Prevention  Act,  approved  August  4,  1954,  as 
amended  (16  U.S.C.  1001-1008),  and  the  provisions  of 
the  Act  of  April  27,  1935  (16  U.S.O.  590a— f) ,  to  remain 
available  until  expended,  $32,000,000,  with  which  shall  he 
merged  the  unexpended  balances  of  funds  heretofore  appro¬ 
priated  or  transferred  to  the  Department  for  watershed  pro¬ 
tection  purposes:  Provided ,  That  not  to  exceed  $100,000 
may  he  used  for  employment  pursuant  to  the  second  sentence 
of  section  706(a)  of  the  Organic  Act  of  1944  (5  U.S.C. 
574),  as  amended  by  section  15  of  the  Act  of  August  2, 
1946  (5  U.S.O.  55a) . 

FLOOD  PREVENTION 

For  expenses  necessary,  in  accordance  with  the  Flood 
Control  Act,  approved  June  22,  1936  (33  U.S.C.  701- 
709),  as  amended  and  supplemented,  and  the  Watershed 
Protection  and  Flood  Prevention  Act,  approved  August  4, 
1954,  as  amended  (16  U.S.C.  1001-1008,  74  Stat.  131), 
and  in  accordance  with  the  provisions  of  laws  relating  to  the 
activities  of  the  Department,  to  perform  works  of  improve- 
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ment,  including  not  to  exceed  $100,000  for  employment 
pursuant  to  the  second  sentence  of  section  706(a)  of  the 
Organic  Act  of  1944  (5  U.S.C.  574) ,  as  amended  by  section 
15  of  the  Act  of  August  2,  1946  (5  U.S.C.  55a) ,  to  remain 
available  until  expended,  $18,000,000,  with  which  shall 
be  merged  the  unexpended  balances  of  funds  heretofore 
appropriated  or  transferred  to  the  Department  for  flood  pre¬ 
vention  purposes :  Provided,  That  no  part  of  such  funds  shall 
be  used  for  the  purchase  of  lands  in  the  Yazoo  and  Little 
Tallahatchie  watersheds  without  specific  approval  of  the 
county  board  of  supervisors  of  the  county  in  which  such  lands 
are  situated. 

GREAT  PLAINS  CONSERVATION  PROGRAM 
Dor  necessary  expenses  to  carry  into  effect  a  program 
of  conservation  in  the  Great  Plains  area,  pursuant  to  section 
16(b)  of  the  Soil  Conservation  and  Domestic  Allotment 
Act,  as  added  by  the  Act  of  August  7,  1956  (16  U.S.C. 
590p),  $10,000,000,  to  remain  available  until  expended. 

Agricultural  Conservation  Program  Service 

AGRICULTURAL  CONSERVATION  PROGRAM 
Por  necessary  expenses  to  carry  into  effect  the  pro¬ 
gram  authorized  in  sections  7  to  15,  16(a),  and  17  of  the 
Soil  Conservation  and  Domestic  Allotment  Act,  approved 
February  29,  1936,  as  amended  (16  U.S.C.  590g-590(o), 
590p  (a) ,  and  590q) ,  including  not  to  exceed  $6,000  for  the 
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preparation  and  display  of  exhibits,  including  such  displays 
at  State,  interstate,  and  international  fairs  within  the  United 
States,  $242,000,000,  to  remain  available  until  December  31 
of  the  next  succeeding  fiscal  year  for  compliance  with  the 
program  of  soil-building  and  soil-  and  water-conserving 
practices  authorized  under  this  head  in  the  Department  of 
Agriculture  and  Farm  Credit  Administration  Appropriation 
Act,  1960,  carried  out  during  the  period  July  1,  1959,  to 
December  31,  1960,  inclusive:  Provided,  That  not  to  exceed 
$26,832,950  of  the  total  sum  provided  under  this  head  shall 
he  available  during  the  current  fiscal  year  for  administrative 
expenses  for  carrying  out  such  program,  the  cost  of  aerial 
photographs,  however,  not  to  be  charged  to  such  limitation; 
but  not  more  than  $5,458,900  shall  be  transferred  to  the 
appropriation  account  “Administrative  expenses,  section 
392,  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of  1938”:  Provided  fur¬ 
ther,  That  none  of  the  funds  herein  appropriated  shall  he  used 
to  pay  the  salaries  or  expenses  of  any  regional  information 
employees  or  any  State  information  employees,  but  this  shall 
not  preclude  the  answering  of  inquiries  or  supplying  of  in¬ 
formation  at  the  county  level  to  individual  fanners:  Pro¬ 
vided  further,  That  such  amounts  shall  be  available  for  ad¬ 
ministrative  expenses  in  connection  with  the  formulation  and 
administration  of  the  1961  program  of  soil-building  and 
soil-  and  water-conserving  practices,  under  the  Act  of 
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February  29,  1936,  as  amended  (amounting  to  $250,000,- 
000,  including  administration,  and  no  participant  shall  re¬ 
ceive  more  than  $2,500,  except  where  the  participants  from 
two  or  more  farms  or  ranches  join  to  carry  out  approved 
practices  designed  to  conserve  or  improve  the  agricultural 
resources  of  the  community)  :  Provided  further,  That  no 
change  shall  be  made  in  such  1961  program  which  will  have 
the  effect  in  any  county  of  restricting  eligibility  requirements 
or  cost-sharing  on  practices  included  in  either  the  1958  or 
the  1959  programs,  unless  such  change  shall  have  been 
recommended  by  the  county  committee  and  approved  by  the 
State  committee:  Provided  further,  That  the  proportion  of 
the  State  fund  initially  allocated  to  any  county  for  the  1961 
program  shall  not  be  reduced  from  the  distribution  of  such 
funds  for  the  1959  program  year:  Provided  further,  That 
not  to  exceed  5  per  centum  of  the  allocation  for  the  1961 
agricultural  conservation  program  for  any  county  may, 
on  the  recommendation  of  such  county  committee  and 
approval  of  the  State  committee,  be  withheld  and 
allotted  to  the  Soil  Conservation  Service  for  services  of  its 
technicians  in  formulating  and  carrying  out  the  agricultural 
conservation  program  in  the  participating  counties,  and  shall 
not  be  utilized  by  the  Soil  Conservation  Service  for  any  pur¬ 
pose  other  than  technical  and  other  assistance  in  such 
counties,  and  in  addition,  on  the  recommendation  of  such 
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county  committee  and  approval  of  the  State  committee,  not 
to  exceed  1  per  centum  may  be  made  available  to  any  other 
Federal,  State,  or  local  public  agency  for  the  same  purpose 
and  under  the  same  conditions:  Provided  further,  That  for 
the  1961  program  $2,500,000  shall  be  available  for 
technical  assistance  in  formulating  and  carrying  out  agricul¬ 
tural  conservation  practices  and  $1,000,000  shah  be  avail¬ 
able  for  conservation  practices  related  directly  to  flood  pre¬ 
vention  work  in  approved  watersheds:  Provided  further, 
That  such  amounts  shall  be  available  for  the  purchase  of 
seeds,  fertilizers,  lime,  trees,  or  any  other  farming  material, 
or  any  soil-terracing  services,  and  making  grants  thereof  to 
agricultural  producers  to  aid  them  in  carrying  out  farming 
practices  approved  by  the  Secretary  under  programs  provided 
for  herein:  Provided  further,  That  no  part  of  any  funds 
available  to  the  Department,  or  any  bureau,  office,  corpora- 
tion,  or  other  agency  constituting  a  part  of  such  Department, 
shall  be  used  in  the  current  fiscal  year  for  the  payment  of 
salary  or  travel  expenses  of  any  person  who  has  been  con¬ 
victed  of  violating  the  Act  entitled  “An  Act  to  prevent 
pernicious  political  activities”,  approved  August  2,  1939,  as 
amended,  or  who  has  been  found  in  accordance  with  the  pro¬ 
visions  of  title  18,  United  States  Code,  section  1913,  to  have 
violated  or  attempted  to  violate  such  section  which  prohibits 
the  use  of  Federal  appropriations  for  the  payment  of  personal 
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sendees  or  other  expenses  designed  to  influence  in  any  man¬ 
ner  a  Member  of  Congress  to  favor  or  oppose  any  legislation 
or  appropriation  by  Congress  except  upon  request  of  any 
Member  or  through  the  proper  official  channels. 

Agricultural  Marketing  Service 

MARKETING  RESEARCH  AND  SERVICE 
For  expenses  necessary  to  carry  on  research  and  service 
to  improve  and  develop  marketing  and  distribution  relating 
to  agriculture  as  authorized  by  the  Agricultural  Marketing 
Act  of  1946  (7  U.S.C.  1621-1627)  and  other  laws,  includ¬ 
ing  the  administration  of  marketing  regulatory  acts  connected 
therewith:  Provided,  That  appropriations  hereunder  shall 
be  available  pursuant  to  5  U.S.C.  565a  for  the  construction, 
alteration,  and  repair  of  buildings  and  improvements,  but 
unless  otherwise  provided,  the  cost  of  erecting  any  one  build¬ 
ing  shall  not  exceed  $15,000,  except  for  two  buildings  to 
be  constructed  or  improved  at  a  cost  not  to  exceed  $30,000 
each,  and  the  cost  of  altering  any  one  building  during  the 
fiscal  year  shall  not  exceed  $5,000  or  5  per  centum  of  the 
cost  of  the  building,  whichever  is  greater: 

Marketing  research  and  agricultural  estimates:  For 
research  and  development  relating  to  agricultural  marketing 
and  distribution,  for  analyses  relating  to  farm  prices,  income 
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and  population,  and  demand  for  farm  products,  and  for  crop 
and  livestock  estimates,  $46, -315, 000  $ 16,605,000 :  Pro¬ 
vided,  That  not  less  than  $350,000  of  the  funds  contained  in 
this  appropriation  shall  be  available  to  continue  to  gather 
statistics  and  conduct  a  special  study  on  the  price  spread 
between  the  farmer  and  the  consumer:  Provided  farther, 
That  no  part  of  the  funds  herein  appropriated  shall  be  avail¬ 
able  for  any  expense  incident  to  publishing  estimates  of 
apple  production  for  other  than  the  commercial  crop ; 

Marketing  services:  For  services  relating  to  agricultural 
marketing  and  distribution,  for  carrying  out  regulatory  acts 
connected  therewith,  and  for  administration  and  coordination 
of  payments  to  States,  $26,579,900,  including  not  to  exceed 
$25,000  for  employment  at  rates  not  to  exceed  $50  per  diem, 
except  for  employment  in  rate  cases  at  not  to  exceed  $100 
per  diem  pursuant  to  the  seconel  sentence  of  section  706(a) 
of  the  Organic  Act  of  1944  (5  TJ.S.G.  574),  as  amended 
by  section  15  of  the  Act  of  August  2, 1946  (5  TJ.S.G.  55a), 
in  carrying  out  section  201(a)  to  201(d),  inclusive,  of  title 
II  of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of  1938  (7  TJ.S.G. 
1291)  and  section  203  (j)  of  the  Agricultural  Marketing  Act 
of  1946. 
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PAYMENTS  TO  STATES  AND  POSSESSIONS 

For  payments  to  departments  of  agriculture,  bureaus  and 
departments  of  markets,  and  similar  agencies  for  marketing 
activities  under  section  204(b)  of  the  Agricultural  Market¬ 
ing  Act  of  1946  (7  U.S.O.  1623  (b)  ) ,  $1,195,000. 

SCHOOL  LUNCH  PKOGRAM 

For  necessary  expenses  to  carry  out  the  provisions  of 
the  National  School  Lunch  Act  (42  U.S.O.  1751-1760) , 
$110,000,000:  Provided,  That  no  part  of  this  appropriation 
shall  be  used  for  nonfood  assistance  under  section  5  of  said 
Act:  Provided  further,  That  $45,000,000  shall  be  trans¬ 
ferred  to  this  appropriation  from  funds  available  under  sec¬ 
tion  32  of  the  Act  of  August  24,  1935,  for  purchase  and 
distribution  of  agricultural  commodities  and  other  foods 
pursuant  to  section  6  of  the  National  School  Lunch  Act. 

Foreign  Agricultural  Service 
SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 

For  necessary  expenses  for  the  Foreign  Agricultural 
Service,  including  carrying  out  title  VI  of  the  Agricultural 
Act  of  1954  (7  U.S.O.  1761-1768),  and  for  enabling  the 
Secretary  to  coordinate  and  integrate  activities  of  the  Depart¬ 
ment  in  connection  with  foreign  agricultural  work,  including 
not  to  exceed  $25,000  for  representation  allowances  and  for 
expenses  pursuant  to  section  8  of  the  Act  approved 
August  3,  1956  (7  U.S.O.  1766) ,  $47447,000  $ 4,487,000 : 
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Provided,  That  not  less  than  $400,000  of  the  funds  contained 
in  this  appropriation  shall  be  available  to  obtain  statistics 
and  related  facts  on  foreign  production  and  full  and 
complete  information  on  methods  used  by  other  countries 
to  move  farm  commodities  in  world  trade  on  a  competitive 
basis:  Provided  further,  That,  in  addition,  not  to  exceed 
$2,49%909  $2,539,000  of  the  funds  appropriated  by  section 
32  of  the  Act  of  August  24,  1935,  as  amended  (7  U.S.C. 
612c) ,  shall  be  merged  with  this  appropriation  and  shall  be 
available  for  all  expenses  of  the  Foreign  Agricultural  Service 
in  carrying  out  the  purposes  of  said  section  32. 

SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES  (SPECIAL  FOREIGN  CUREENCY 

PROGRAM) 

For  purchase  of  foreign  currencies  which  accrue  under 
title  I  of  the  Agricultural  Trade  Development  and  Assistance 
Act  of  1954,  as  amended  (7  U.S.C.  1704) ,  for  the  purposes 
of  market  development  activities  under  section  104  (a)  of 
that  Act,  $13,621,000,  and  for  the  purposes  of  section  104 
(m)  of  that  Act,  relating  to  agricultural  and  horticultural 
fair  participation  and  related  activities,  $1,000,000,  to  re¬ 
main  available  until  expended,  of  which  amounts  not  less 
than  $4,400,000  shall  be  available  to  'purchase  currencies 
which  the  Treasury  Department  shall  determine  to  be  excess 
to  normal  requirements  of  the  United  States:  Provided,  That 
this  appropriation  shall  not  be  used  for  the  purchase  of  cur - 
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rencies  available  in  the  Treasury  for  the  purposes  of  section 
104(f)  of  such  Act  unless  such  currencies  are  excess  to  the 
normal  requirements  of  the  United  States:  Provided,  further, 
That  the  dollar  value  of  the  unexpended  balances,  as  of  June 
30,  1960,  of  allocations  of  foreign  currencies  heretofore  made 
available  to  the  Foreign  Agricultural  Service  for  the  fore¬ 
going  purposes  of  such  sections  104  (a)  and  (m)  is  appro¬ 
priated  as  of  that  date  and  shall  be  merged  with  this  appro¬ 
priation:  Provided  further,  That  funds  appropriated  herein 
shall  be  used  to  purchase  such  foreign  currencies  as  the  De¬ 
partment  determines  are  needed  and  can  be  used  most  effec¬ 
tively  to  carry  out  the  purposes  of  this  paragraph,  and  such 
foreign  currencies  shall,  pursuant  to  the  provisions  of  section 
104(a),  be  set  aside  for  sale  to  the  Department  before 
foreign  currencies  which  accrue  under  said  title  I  are  made 
available  for  other  United  States  uses. 

Commodity  Exchange  Authokity 

SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 

For  necessary  expenses  to  carry  into  effect  the  provisions 
of  the  Commodity  Exchange  Act,  as  amended  (7  U.S.C. 
l-17a) ,  ^OJOjOOO  $941,325. 

Commodity  Stabilization  Service 

ACREAGE  ALLOTMENTS  AND  MARKETING  QUOTAS 

For  necessary  expenses  to  formulate  and  carry  out 
acreage  allotment  and  marketing  quota  programs  pursuant  to 
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provisions  of  title  III  of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act 
of  1938,  as  amended  (7  U.S.C.  1301-1393) ,  $40,135,000, 
of  which  not  more  than  $6,934,400  shall  be  transferred  to 
the  appropriation  account  “Administrative  expenses,  section 
392,  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of  1938”. 

SUGAE  ACT  PEOGEAM 

For  necessary  expenses  to  carry  into  effect  the  provi¬ 
sions  of  the  Sugar  Act  of  1948  (7  U.S.C.  1101-1161), 
$74,500,000,  to  remain  available  until  June  30  of  the  next 
succeeding  fiscal  year:  Provided,  That  expenditures  (includ¬ 
ing  transfers)  from  this  appropriation  for  other  than  pay¬ 
ments  to  sugar  producers  shall  not  exceed  $2,307,000. 

CONSEEVATION  KbSEEVE  PEOGEAM 

For  necessary  expenses  to  carry  out  a  conservation  re¬ 
serve  program  as  authorized  by  subtitles  B  and  C  of  the  Soil 
Bank  Act  (7  U.S.C.  1831-1837  and  1802-1814),  and  to 
carry  out  liquidation  activities  for  the  acreage  reserve  pro¬ 
gram,  to  remain  available  until  expended,  $J10,000T000 
$335,000,000,  with  which  may  be  merged  the  unexpended 
balances  of  funds  heretofore  appropriated  for  soil  bank 
programs:  Provided,  That  not  to  exceed  $12,000,000  shall 
be  available  for  administrative  expenses,  of  which  not  less 
than  $10,000,000  may  he  transferred  to  the  appropriation 
account  “Local  administration,  section  388,  Agricultural 
Adjustment  Act  of  1938”:  Provided  further,  That  no  part 
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of  these  funds  shall  be  paid  on  any  contract  which  is  illegal 
under  the  law  due  to  the  division  of  lands  for  the  purpose 
of  evading  limits  on  annual  payments  to  participants. 

Federal  Crop  Insurance  Corporation 

OPERATING  AND  ADMINISTRATIVE  EXPENSES 
For  operating  and  administrative  expenses,  $6,376,000. 

Rural  Electrification  Administration 
To  carry  into  effect  the  provisions  of  the  Rural  Electri¬ 
fication  Act  of  1936,  as  amended  (7  U.S.C.  901-924),  as 
follows : 

LOAN  AUTHORIZATIONS 

For  loans  in  accordance  with  said  Act,  and  for  carrying 
out  the  provisions  of  section  7  thereof,  to  be  borrowed  from 
the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury  in  accordance  with  the  pro¬ 
visions  of  section  3  (a)  of  said  Act,  as  follows:  Rural  electri¬ 
fication  program,  $110,000,000;  and  rural  telephone  pro¬ 
gram,  $80,000,000;  and  additional  amounts,  not  to  exceed 
$50,000,000  $60,000,000  for  each  program,  may  be  bor¬ 
rowed  under  the  same  terms  and  conditions  to  the  extent 
that  such  amount  is  required  during  the  fiscal  year  1961 
under  the  then  existing  conditions  for  the  expeditious  and 
orderly  development  of  the  rural  electrification  program  and 
rural  telephone  program. 
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SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 

For  administrative  expenses,  including  not  to  exceed 
$500  for  financial  and  credit  reports,  and  not  to  exceed 
$150,000  for  employment  pursuant  to  the  second  sentence 
of  section  706(a)  of  the  Organic  Act  of  1944  (5  U.S.C. 
574) ,  as  amended  by  section  15  of  the  Act  of  August  2, 
1946  (5  U.S.C.  55a) ,  $9,632,000. 

Farmers  Home  Administration 
To  carry  into  effect  the  provisions  of  titles  I,  II,  and  the 
related  provisions  of  title  IV  of  the  Bankhead- Jones  Farm 
Tenant  Act,  as  amended  (7  U.S.C.  1000-1031)  ;  the 
Farmers  Home  Administration  Act  of  1946  (7  U.S.C.  1001, 
note;  31  U.S.C.  82h;  12  U.S.C.  371;  35  D.C.  Code  535; 
60  Stat.  1062-1080)  ;  the  Act  of  July  30,  1946  (40  U.S.C. 
436-439)  ;  the  Act  of  August  28,  1937,  as  amended  (16 
U.S.C.  590r-590x — 3) ,  for  the  development  of  facilities  for 
water  storage  and  utilization  in  the  arid  and  semiarid  areas 
of  the  United  States;  the  provisions  of  title  V  of  the  Hous¬ 
ing  Act  of  1949,  as  amended  (42  U.S.C.  1471-1483), 
relating  to  financial  assistance  for  farm  housing;  the  Rural 
Rehabilitation  Corporation  Trust  Liquidation  Act,  approved 
May  3,  1950  (40  U.S.C.  440-444)  ;  the  items  “Loans  to 
farmers,  1948  flood  damage”  in  the  Act  of  June  25,  1948 
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1  (62  Stat.  1038) ,  and  “Loans  to  farmers,  property  damage” 

2  in  the  Act  of  May  24,  1949  (63  Stat.  82)  ;  the  collecting 

3  and  servicing  of  credit  sales  and  development  accounts  in 

4  water  conservation  and  utilization  projects  (53  Stat.  685, 

5  719) ,  as  amended  and  supplemented  (16  U.S.C.  590y,  z — 1 

6  and  z — 10)  ;  and  the  Act  to  direct  the  Secretary  of  Agricul- 

7  ture  to  convey  certain  mineral  interests,  approved  September 

8  6,  1950  (7  U.S.C.  1033-1039) ,  as  follows: 

9  LOAN  AUTHORIZATIONS 

10  Lor  loans  (including  payments  in  lieu  of  taxes  and  taxes 

11  under  section  50  of  the  Bankhead- Jones  Farm  Tenant  Act, 

12  as  amended,  and  advances  incident  to  the  acquisition  and 

13  preservation  of  security  of  obligations  under  the  foregoing 
11  several  authorities,  except  that  such  advances  under  title  V 

15  of  the  Housing  Act  of  1949,  as  amended,  shall  be  made  from 

16  funds  obtained  under  section  511  of  that  Act,  as  amended)  : 

17  Title  I  and  section  43  of  title  IV  of  the  Bankhead- Jones 

18  Farm  Tenant  Act,  as  amended,  $26,900,000,  of  which  not 

19  to  exceed  $2,500,000  may  be  distributed  to  States  and 

20  territories  without  regard  to  farm  population  and  prevalence 

21  of  tenancy,  in  addition  to  the  amount  otherwise  distributed 

22  thereto,  for  loans  in  reclamation  projects  and  to  entrymen 

23  on  unpatented  public  lands;  title  II  of  the  Bankhead- Jones 

24  Farm  Tenant  Act,  as  amended,  $197,100,000;  the  Act  of 

25  August  28,  1937,  as  amended,  $3,000,000:  Provided, 
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That  not  to  exceed  the  foregoing  several  amounts  shall  be 
borrowed  in  one  account  from  the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury 
in  accordance  with  the  provisions  set  forth  under  this  head 
in  the  Department  of  Agriculture  Appropriation  Act,  1952: 
Provided  further,  That  an  additional  amount,  not  to  exceed 
$40,000,000,  may  be  borrowed  under  the  same  terms  and 
conditions  to  the  extent  that  such  amount  is  required  during 
fiscal  year  1961  under  the  then  existing  conditions  for  the 
expeditious  and  orderly  conduct  of  the  loan  programs  under 
the  Bankhead- Jones  Farm  Tenant  Act,  as  amended,  not  to 
exceed  $5,000,000  of  which  shall  be  available  for  loans 
under  title  I  and  section  43  of  title  IV  of  such  Act,  as 
amended. 

SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 

For  making,  servicing,  and  collecting  loans  and  insured 
mortgages,  the  servicing  and  collecting  of  loans  made  under 
prior  authority,  the  liquidation  of  assets  transferred  to  Farm¬ 
ers  Home  Administration,  and  other  administrative  expenses, 
$30,500,000  $31 ,467 ,650,  together  with  a  transfer  of  not  to 
exceed  $1-700 QyQOQ  $1,100,000  of  the  fees  and  administrative 
expense  charges  made  available  by  subsections  (d)  and  (e) 
of  section  12  of  the  Bankhead- Jones  Farm  Tenant  Act,  as 
amended  (7  U.S.C.  1005(b)),  and  section  10(c)  of  the 
Act  of  August  28,  1937,  as  amended. 
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Office  of  tiie  General  Counsel 

SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 

For  necessary  expenses,  including  payment  of  fees  or 
dues  for  the  use  of  law  libraries  by  attorneys  in  the  field 
service,  $3,358,000.  * 

Office  of  the  Secretary 
SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 

For  expenses  of  the  Office  of  the  Secretary  of  Agricul¬ 
ture;  expenses  of  the  National  Agricultural  Advisory  Com¬ 
mission;  stationery,  supplies,  materials,  and  equipment; 
freight,  express,  and  drayage  charges;  advertising  of  bids, 
communication  service,  postage,  washing  towels,  repairs  and 
alterations,  and  other  miscellaneous  supplies  and  expenses  not 
otherwise  provided  for  and  necessary  for  the  practical  and 
efficient  work  of  the  Department  of  Agriculture,  $2,899,500: 
Provided,  That  this  appropriation  shall  be  reimbursed  from 
applicable  appropriations  for  travel  expenses  incident  to  the 
holding  of  hearings  as  required  by  the  Administrative 
Procedure  Act  (5  U.S.C.  1001) . 

Office  of  Information 
SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 

For  necessary  expenses  of  the  Office  of  Information  for 
the  dissemination  of  agricultural  information  and  the  coordi¬ 
nation  of  informational  work  and  programs  authorized  by 


1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 


27 


Congress  in  tire  Department,  $4d-78,000  $ 1,523,000 ,  of 
which  total  appropriation  not  to  exceed  $537,000  may  be 
used  for  farmers’  bulletins,  which  shall  be  adapted  to  the  in¬ 
terests  of  the  people  of  the  different  sections  of  the  country, 
an  equal  proportion  of  four-fifths  of  which  shall  be  delivered 
to  or  sent  out  under  the  addressed  franks  furnished  by  the 
Senators,  Representatives,  and  Delegates  in  Congress,  as 
they  shall  direct  (7  U.S.C.  417),  and  not  less  than  one 
hundred  and  fifty-one  thousand  two  hundred  and  thirty- 
three  thousand  and  fifty  copies  for  the  use  of  the 
Senate  and  House  of  Representatives  of  part  2  of  the 
annual  report  of  the  Secretary  (known  as  the  Yearbook 
of  Agriculture)  as  authorized  by  section  73  of  the  Act  of 
January  12',  1895  (44  IJ.S.C.  241),  and  for  reprinting 
the  1959  yearbook  “Food”  for  the  use  of  the  Senate  and 
House  of  Representatives,  respectively,  of  eno  hundred  and 
sixteen  thousand  five  hundred  and  twenty-five  fifty-eight 
thousand  two  hundred  copies  (for  which  not  to  exceed 
$90^000  $ 45,000  shall  be  available)  :  Provided,  That  in 
the  preparation  of  motion  pictures  or  exhibits  by  the  De¬ 
partment,  not  exceeding  a  total  of  $10,000  may  be  used 
for  employment  pursuant  to  the  second  sentence  of  section 
706(a)  of  the  Organic  Act  of  1944  (5  IJ.S.C.  574),  as 
amended  by  section  15  of  the  Act  of  August  2,  1946  (5 
IJ.S.C.  55a) . 
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Library 

SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 

For  necessary  expenses,  including  dues  for  library  mem¬ 
bership  in  societies  or  associations  which  issue  publications 
to  members  only  or  at  a  price  to  members  lower  than  to  sub¬ 
scribers  who  are  not  members,  $895,000. 

TITLE  II— CORPORATIONS 
The  following  corporations  and  agencies  are  hereby 
authorized  to  make  such  expenditures,  within  the  limits  of 
funds  and  borrowing  authority  available  to  each  such  corpo¬ 
ration  or  agency  and  in  accord  with  law,  and  to  make  such 
contracts  and  commitments  without  regard  to  fiscal  year 
limitations  as  provided  by  section  104  of  the  Government 
Corporation  Control  Act,  as  amended,  as  may  be  necessaiy 
in  carrying  out  the  programs  set  forth  in  the  budget  for  the 
fiscal  year  1961  for  such  corporation  or  agency,  except  as 
hereinafter  provided: 

Federal  Crop  Insurance  Corporation  Fund 
Not  to  exceed  $2,630,000  of  administrative  arid 
operating  expenses  may  be  paid  from  premium  income. 

Commodity  Credit  Corporation 

RESTORATION  OF  CAPITAL  IMPAIRMENT 
To  partially  restore  the  capital  impairment  of  the  Com¬ 
modity  Credit  Corporation  determined  by  the  appraisals 
of  June  30,  1959,  and  June  30,  1960,  pursuant  to  section  1 
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of  the  Act  of  March  8,  1938,  as  amended  (15  U.S.C. 
713a-l) ,  $1,226,500,000. 

REIMBURSEMENT  TO  COMMODITY  CREDIT  CORPORATION 
FOR  COSTS  OF  SPECIAL  ACTIVITIES 
To  reimburse  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  for 
authorized  unrecovered  costs  through  June  30,  1960 
(including  interest  through  date  of  recovery),  as  follows: 

(1)  $32,572,000  under  the  International  Wheat  Agree¬ 
ment  Act  of  1949,  as  amended  (7  U.S.C.  1641-1642)  ; 

(2)  $107,094,000  for  commodities  disposed  of  for  emer¬ 
gency  famine  relief  to  friendly  peoples  pursuant  to  title  II 
of  the  Act  of  July  10,  1954,  as  amended  (7  U.S.C.  1703, 
1721-1724)  ;  (3)  $881,000,000  for  the  sale  of  surplus 
agricultural  commodities  for  foreign  currencies  pursuant  to 
title  I  of  the  Act  of  July  10,  1954,  as  amended  (7  U.S.C. 
1701-1709)  ;  (4)  $18,000  for  grain  made  available  to  the 
Secretary  of  the  Interior  to  prevent  crop  damage  by  migra¬ 
tory  waterfowl  pursuant  to  the  Act  of  July  3,  1956 
(7  U.S.C.  442-446)  ;  (5)  $422,950,000  for  strategic  and 
other  materials  acquired  by  the  Commodity  Credit  Corpo¬ 
ration  as  a  result  of  barter  or  exchange  of  agricultural  com¬ 
modities  or  products  and  transferred  to  the  supplemental 
stockpile  pursuant  to  Public  Law  540,  Eighty-fourth  Con¬ 
gress  (7  U.S.C.  1856)  :  Provided ,  That  the  unexpended 
balances  of  funds  heretofore  provided  for  the  various  pur- 
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poses  under  this  head  may  remain  available  until  expended 
for  the  purposes  for  which  appropriated  and  may  he  merged 
with  the  funds  provided  in  this  paragraph. 

LIMITATION  ON  ADMINISTRATIVE  EXPENSES 
Nothing  in  this  Act  shall  be  so  construed  as  to  prevent 
the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  from  carrying  out  any 
activity  or  any  program  authorized  by  law:  Provided , 
That  not  to  exceed  $44/726,000  $ 45,726,000  shall  be  avail¬ 
able  for  administrative  expenses  of  the  Corporation:  Pro¬ 
vided  further,  That  $1,000,000  of  this  authorization  shall  be 
available  only  to  expand  and  strengthen  the  sales  program  of 
the  Corporation  pursuant  to  authority  contained  in  the  Cor¬ 
poration’s  charter:  Provided  further,  That  not  less  than  7 
per  centum  of  this  authorization  shall  be  placed  in  reserve  to 
be  apportioned  pursuant  to  section  3679  of  the  Eevised 
Statutes,  as  amended,  for  use  only  in  such  amounts  and  at 
such  time  as  may  become  necessary  to  carry  out  program 
operations:  Provided  further,  That  all  necessary  expenses 
(including  legal  and  special  services  performed  on  a  con¬ 
tract  or  fee  basis,  but  not  including  other  personal  services) 
in  connection  with  the  acquisition,  operation,  maintenance, 
improvement,  or  disposition  of  any  real  or  personal  prop¬ 
erty  belonging  to  the  Corporation  or  in  which  it  has  an 
interest,  including  expenses  of  collections  of  pledged  col¬ 
lateral,  shall  be  considered  as  nonadministrative  expenses  for 


31 


1  the  purposes  hereof :  Provided  further,  ( 1 )  That  no  part  of 

2  this  authorization  shall  be  used  to  formulate  or  carry  out 

3  a  price-support  program  for  1960  under  which  a  total  amount 

4  of  price  support  in  excess  of  $50,000  would  be  extended 

5  through  loans,  purchases,  or  purchase  agreements  made  or 

6  made  available  by  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  to  any 

7  person  on  the  1960  production  of  any  agricultural  com- 

8  modity  declared  by  the  Secretary  to  be  in  surplus  supply, 

9  unless  (a)  such  person  shall  reduce  his  production  of  such 

10  commodity  from  that  which  such  person  produced  the  pre- 

11  ceding  year,  in  such  percentage,  not  to  exceed  20  per  centum, 

12  as  the  Secretary  may  determine  to  be  essential  to  bring  pro- 

13  duction  in  line  within  a  reasonable  period  of  time  with  that 

14  necessary  to  provide  an  adequate  supply  to  meet  domestic 

15  and  foreign  demands,  plus  adequate  reserves,  or  (b)  such 
Id  person  shall  agree  to  repay  all  amounts  advanced  in  excess 
17  of  $50,000  for  any  agricultural  commodity  within  twelve 
13  months  from  the  date  of  the  advance  of  such  funds  or  at  such 

19  later  date  as  the  Secretary  may  determine,  (2)  that  the  term 

20  “person”  shall  mean  an  individual,  partnership,  firm,  joint- 

21  stock  company,  corporation,  association,  trust,  estate,  or 

22  other  legal  entity,  or  a  State,  political  subdivision  of  a  State, 

23  or  any  agency  thereof,  ( 3 )  that  in  the  case  of  any  loan  to,  or 

24  purchase  from,  a  cooperative  marketing  organization,  or 

25  with  regard  to  price  support  on  an  agricultural  commodity 
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extended  by  purchases  of  a  product  of  such  commodity  from, 
or  by  loans  on  such  product  to,  persons  other  than  the  pro¬ 
ducers  of  such  commodity,  such  limitation  shall  not  apply  to 
the  amount  of  price  support  received  by  the  cooperative 
marketing  organization,  or  other  persons,  but  the  amount  of 
price  support  made  available  to  any  person  through  such  co¬ 
operative  marketing  organization  or  other  persons  shall  be 
included  in  determining  the  amount  of  price  support  received 
by  such  person  for  purposes  of  such  limitation,  and  (4)  that 
the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  shall  issue  regulations  prescrib¬ 
ing  such  rules  as  he  determines  necessary  to  carry  out  this 
provision  Provided  further,'  That  none  of  the  funds  herein 
appropriated  shall  ho  used  to  formulate  or  administer  any  pro¬ 
gram  which  does  not  provide  for  maximum  nse  of  Govern- 

~ttt1  til  h  Iv/v  /xirni  no  1  nilPVO  hi  AT~>  a|  ijarv 

V>  JlLjLI  tllv  vA/UllUilllv. Ill  uJluittTiviI  \J1  lilU 

TITLE  III— RELATED  AGENCIES 


Farm  Credit  Administration 

LIMITATION  ON  ADMINISTRATIVE  EXPENSES 

Not  to  exceed  $2,480,000  (from  assessments  collected 
from  farm  credit  agencies)  shall  be  obligated  during  the 
current  fiscal  year  for  administrative  expenses. 

Eederal  Farm  Mortgage  Corporation  Fund 

The  Eederal  Farm  Mortgage  Corporation  is  authorized 
to  make  such  expenditures,  within  available  funds  and  in 
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accordance  with  law,  as  may  be  necessary  to  liquidate  its 
assets :  Provided,  That  funds  realized  from  the  liquidation  of 
assets  which  are  determined  by  the  Board  of  Directors  to 
be  in  excess  of  the  requirements  for  expenses  of  liquidation 
shall  be  declared  as  dividends  which  shall  be  paid  into  the 
general  fund  of  the  Treasury. 

TITLE  IV— GENERAL  PROVISIONS 

Sec.  401.  Within  the  unit  limit  of  cost  fixed  by  law,  ap¬ 
propriations  and  authorizations  made  for  the  Department 
under  this  Act  shall  be  available  for  the  purchase,  in  addition 
to  those  specifically  provided  for,  of  not  to  exceed  three 
hundred  and  thirty-seven  passenger  motor  vehicles,  of  which 
three  himdred  and  thirty-two  shall  be  for  replacement  only, 
and  for  the  hire  of  such  vehicles. 

Sec.  402.  Provisions  of  law  prohibiting  or  restricting 
the  employment  of  aliens  shall  not  apply  to  employment 
under  the  appropriation  for  the  Foreign  Agricultural  Service. 

Sec.  403.  Funds  available  to  the  Department  of  Agri¬ 
culture  shall  be  available  for  uniforms  or  allowances  therefor 
as  authorized  by  the  Act  of  September  1,  1954,  as  amended 
(5  U.S.C.  2131). 

Sec.  404.  No  part  of  the  funds  appropriated  by  this  Act 
shall  be  used  for  the  payment  of  any  officer  or  employee  of 
the  Department  who,  as  such  officer  or  employee,  or  on  be¬ 
half  of  the  Department  or  any  division,  commission,  or 
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1  bureau  thereof,  issues,  or  causes  to  be  issued,  any  prediction, 

2  oral  or  written,  or  forecast,  except  as  to  damage  threatened 

3  or  caused  by  insects  and  pests,  with  respect  to  future  prices 

4  of  cotton  or  the  trend  of  same. 

5  Sec.  405.  Except  to  provide  materials  required  in  or 

Q 

incident  to  research  or  experimental  work  where  no  suitable 

rr 

domestic  product  is  available,  no  part  of  the  funds  appropri- 

8 

ated  by  this  Act  shall  be  expended  in  the  purchase  of  twine 
9  manufactured  from  commodities  or  materials  produced  out- 
^  side  of  the  United  States. 

Sec.  406.  Not  less  than  $1,500,000  of  the  appropriations 

12 

of  the  Department  for  research  and  service  work  authorized 

13 

by  the  Acts  of  August  14,  1946,  July  28,  1954,  and  Sep- 

14  tember  6,  1958  (7  U.S.O.  427,  1621-1629;  72  Stat.  1793) , 

15  shall  be  available  for  contracting  in  accordance  with  said 

16  Acts. 

17  Sec.  407.  No  part  of  any  appropriation  contained  in 

18  this  Act  or  of  the  funds  available  for  expenditure  by  any  cor- 

19  poration  or  agency  included  in  this  Act  shall  be  used  for  pub- 

20  Hcity  or  propaganda  purposes  to  support  or  defeat  legislation 

21  pending  before  the  Congress. 
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1  This  Act  may  be  cited  as  the  “Department  of  Agricul- 

2  ture  and  Farm  Credit  Administration  Appropriation  Act, 

3  1961”. 

Passed  the  House  of  Representatives  May  11,  I960. 

Attest:  RALPH  R.  ROBERTS, 

Clerk. 
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HIGHLIGHTS:  Senate  began  debate  on  aaf iculturai\appropriation  bill.  House  com¬ 

mittee  reported  (May  20)  Poage  farm  Hill.  House  committee  reported  farm  labor  bill, 
‘'■jnate  committee  reported  multiple /use  management  ttnrest  bill.  House  committee 
reported  (May  20)  public  works  appropriation  bill.  m^use  committee  reported  Fed¬ 
eral  pay  raise  bill. 


SENATE 


1.  AGRICULTURAL  APPROPRIATION  BILL,  1961.  Began  debate  on  this  bill,  H.  R.  12117 
(pp.  10025,  10043,  10044-8).  At  the  request  of  Sen.  Russell  agreed  to  the 
committee  amendments  en  bloc,  and  agreed  that  the  bill  as  thus  amended  be  con¬ 
sidered  as  original  text  for  the  purpose  of  amendment,  and  that  no  point  of 
order  be  waived  against  provisions  of  the  bill  (pp.  10044-5). 


2.  FORESTRY. 
3044, 
ciple 
vices 


ients  S. 
prin- 
ser- 


,e  Agriculture  and  Forestry  Committee  reported  with  ame 
iuthorize  and  direct  that  the  national  forests  be  managed  u 
multiple  use  and  to  produce  a  sustained  yield  of  products 
Rept.  1407).  p.  9974 

Interstate  and  Foreign  Commerce  Committee  reported  with  amendments^. 
,  to  protect  consumers  and  others  against  misbranding,  false  advertisi 
fa1  se  invoicing  of  decorative  hardwood,  or  imitation  hardwood  products 
Rept.  1405).  p.  9974 


3,  LIBRARY  SERVICES.  The  Labor  and  Public  Welfare  Committee  reported  with  araen/- 
^  meivts  S.  2830,  to  extend  the  time  for  appropriation  authorizations  under  the 
iry  Services  Act  (S.  Rept.  1412).  p.  9974 


Libi 


4.  PROPERTY^  LANDS.  Passed  without  amendment  H,  R.  9818,  to  provide  for  one  con¬ 
veyance  \^f  a  tract  of  forest  land  in  Sumter  County,  Fia„,  to  the  Sta ye  of 
bill  will  now  be  sent  to  the  President,  p.  10041 


Fla.  This 


5.  MINERALS.  A  'Subcommittee  of  the  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs  Committee  voted  tc 
report  to  theNfull  committee  with  amendments  H.  R.  10455,  to  re/ise  and  simplif 
several  provisions  of  the  Mineral  Leasing  Act  of  1920.  p.  D4^ 


.  WIaHQRAVJALS.  'A  subcommittee  of  the  Interior  and  Insula/  Affairs  Committee 

voted  to  report  to  \he  full  committee  without  amendment  S./  2587,  to  require  an 
act  of  Congress  for  public  land  withdrawals  in  excess  of/5000  acres  in  the 

aggregate  for  any  projWt  or  facility  of  any  department/or  agency  of  the  Govern 
ment.  p.  D447  '  / 


7.  SALINE  WATER.  Sen.  Moss  ur^ed  the  enactment  of  legislation  to  provide  for 

accelerated  research  and  development  of  practical  means  for  converting  saline 
water  to  fresh  water,  pp.  10ty+3-4  ' 


8.  FOREIGN  AFFAIRS.  Sen.  Mansfield\nserted  an  ad/ress  by  Sen.  Aiken,  "A  Foreign 
o.icy  for  the  1960’s,"  and  statecl  that  it  i^’an  excellent  statement  of  the 
problems  which  confront  us  in  the  years  ahead  and  sets  forth  a  sound  philosophy 
for  dealing  with  them  effectively. " \pp.  10000-02 


9.  FARM  PROGRAM.  Sen.  Dirksen  inserted  the\/>Iatform  adopted  by  the  Midwest  Federa¬ 
tion  of  College  Young  Republican  Clubs/including  recommendations  on  agricul¬ 
ture,  economic  policy,  education,  foi^ign^olicy,  and  health  and  welfare. 

PP.  9980-1  r  * 


10 0  EXPORT  CONTROL.  Both  Houses  recei/ed  from  theN^ommerce  Department  a  quarterly 
report  on  export  control,  pp.  ^972,  10082  X 


11.  AUDITING;  REPORTS.  Both  Housed  received  from  GAO  a\report  on  the  review  of 
automatic  data- processing  installation.  New  OrleansXcommodity  Office,  CSS, 


USDA.  pp.  9972,  10082 


12.  WATER  POLLUTION.  Received  from  HEW  a  proposed  bill  "to  Strengthen  the  enforce¬ 
ment  provisions  of  the yFederal  Water  Pollution  Control  Adt  and  extend  the 
uration  of  the  authorization  of  grants  for  State  water  pollution  control  pro¬ 
grams  ;  to  Public  Wo/ks  Committee.  p8  9972 


13.  PROPERTY  TAXES.  R/ceived  a  Nevada  Legislature  resolution  urging  Congress  to 
establish  a  syst/m  of  payments  in  lieu  of  taxes  to  Nevada  or  itX local 
governments  on  federal  property  within  the  State,  p.  9973 


14.  WATER  RIGHTS./  Received  a  Nevada  Legislature  resolution  urging  Congress  to  en¬ 
act  legislation  to  provide  that  States  shall  have  primary  responsibility  and 
authority  /for  the  administration  and  development  of  water  resources  within 
their  boj/ndaries.  p.  9973 


15.  LEGISLATIVE  PROGRAM.  Agreed  to  a  unanimous  consent  request  by  Sen.  Mansfie\ 
to  vote  at  2  p.m. ,  May  24,  on  the  question  of  overriding  the  President's  vel 
of  5.  722,  the  depressed  areas  bill.  p.  10043 
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CONNIE  YOUNG 

resolution  (S.  Res.  316)  to  pay  a 
gratuitV  to  Connie  Young  was  consid¬ 
ered  andVgreed  to,  as  follows : 

Resolved, Nrhat  the  Secretary  of  the  Sen¬ 
ate  hereby  is  Authorized  and  directed  to  pay, 
from  the  contingent  fund  of  the  Senate,  to4 
Connie  Young,  Addow  of  Charlie  A.  Young, 
an  employee  of  the  Architect  of  the  Capitol 
assigned  to  duty  iimhe  Senate  Office  Build¬ 
ings  at  the  time  of  \is  death,  a  sum  equal 
to  six  months’  compensation  at  the  rate  he 
was  receiving  by  law  Vt  the  time  of  his 
death,  said  sum  to  be  considered  inclusive 
of  funeral  expenses  and  another  allowances. 


MARY  NELL  SISSON 

The  resolution  (S.  Res.  317\  to  pay  a 
gratuity  to  Mary  Nell  Sisson  \as  con¬ 
sidered  and  agreed  to,  as  follov 
Resolved,  That  the  Secretary  of  the  TStenate 
hereby  is  authorized  and  directed  toviay, 
from  the  contingent  fund  of  the  Senate^ 
Mary  Nell  Sisson,  widow  of  W.  D.  Sisson, 
employee  of  the  Senate  at  the  time  of 
death,  a  sum  equal  to  three  months’  com¬ 
pensation  at  the  rate  he  was  receiving  by 
law  at  the  time  of  his  death,  said  sum  to  be 
considered  inclusive  of  funeral  expenses  and 
all  other  allowances. 


REPRINTING  OF  JOINT  COMMITTEE 
PRINT  ENTITLED  “SUMMARY- 
ANALYSIS  OF  HEARINGS  ON  BIO¬ 
LOGICAL  END  ENVIRONMENTAL 
EFFECTS  OF  NUCLEAR  WAR’’ 

The  concurrent  resolution  (S.  Con. 
Res.  97)  authorizing  the  reprinting  of 
the  Joint  Committee  print  entitled 
“Summary-Analysis  of  Hearings,  June 
22-26,  1959,  on  Biological  and  Environ¬ 
mental  Effects  of  Nuclear  War”  was  con¬ 
sidered  and  agreed  to,  as  follows: 

Resolved  by  the  Senate  ( the  House  of  Rep¬ 
resentatives  concurring).  That  there  be  re¬ 
printed  for  the  use  of  the  Joint  Committee 
on  Atomic  Energy  six  thousand  additional 
copies  of  the  Joint  Committee  print  entitled 
“Summary-Analysis  of  Hearings,  June  22-26, 
1959,  on  Biological  and  Environmental  Effects 
of  Nuclear  War”  printed  for  the  use  of  the 
Joint  Committee  on  Atomic  Energy  during 
the  Eighty-sixth  Congress,  first  session. 


AGRICULTURAL  AND  FARM  CREDIT 

ADMINISTRATION  APPROPRIA¬ 
TION  BILL,  1961 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  is 
the  Agricultural  Appropriation  bill  be¬ 
fore  the  Senate  at  the  present  time? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  It  is  not 
before  the  Senate. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Is  it  on  the  calen¬ 
dar? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  It  is  on 
the  calendar,  but  not  before  the  Senate. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  I 
move  that  it  be  laid  down  and  made  the 
pending  business. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  state  the  bill  by  title  for  the 
information  of  the  Senate. 

The  Legislative  Clerk.  Calendar  No. 
1467,  H.R.  12117,  making  appropriations 
for  the  Department  of  Agriculture  and 
Farm  Credit  Administration  for  the  fis¬ 
cal  year  ending  June  30,  1961,  and  for 
other  purposes. 


The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  motion  of 
the  Senator  from  Montana. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  I  merely  wish  to 
have  the  bill  laid  down  as  the  pending 
or  unfinished  business.  If  it  is  possible 
during  the  day,  we  shall  try  to  debate 
the  measure  and,  if  we  can,  reach  the 
third  reading  of  the  bill.  There  will  be 
no  votes  on  the  bill  today  if  we  reach  it, 
but  if  we  do  get  to  third  reading,  there 
will  be  a  yea-and-nay  vote  on  the  ap¬ 
propriation  bill  tomorrow. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  I  am  not  familiar  with 
the  position  which  the  members  of  the 
Committee  on  Appropriations  on  this 
side  of  the  aisle  may  take  with  respect 
to  the  bill.  I  ask  the  Senator  from 
Montana  whether,  if  any  investigation 
on  our  part  determines  that  they  desire 
to  offer  amendments,  he  will  be  a  little 
flexible  with  respect  to  the  time  element. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Oh,  yes,  indeed.  I 
may  say  that  I  discussed  this  subject 
this  morning  with  the  minority  leader, 
the  distinguished  Senator  from  Illinois 
[Mr.  DirksenI,  the  distinguished  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Vermont  [Mr.  Aiken],  and  with 
other  Senators.  All  things  being  agree-  -4 
able,  they  would  just  as  soon  have  the 
bill  taken  up  this  afternoon. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  I  thank  the  Senator 
from  Montana. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  motion  of 
the  Senator  from  Montana. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to;  and  the 
Senate  proceeded  to  consider  the  bill, 
which  had  been  reported  from  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Appropriations,  with  amend¬ 
ments. 


THE  IMPACT  OF  T#E  SHIPBUILDING 

INDUSTRY  UPJON  THE\NATIONAL 

ECONOMY 

Mr.  BUTLER!  Mr.  President  yester 
day,  May  22yWas  officially  designated  as 
Maritime  D^y  by  Presidential  proclama¬ 
tion.  Thus  affords  me  a  timely  oppor¬ 
tunity  tp  make  certain  remarks  and 
comments  on  the  merchant  marine 
maritime  industry  of  this  Nation, 
have  'always  felt  that  this  vital  segment 
of  dur  national  defense  and  our  national 
ejpnomy  has  not  received  a  sufficiently 
igorous  emphasis  and  attention  com¬ 
mensurate  with  its  status  of  importance. 

INTRODUCTION  AND  HISTORY 

Prior  to  World  War  I,  the  United 
States  had  virtually  no  maritime  indus¬ 
try.  Our  foreign  trade  was  conducted 
by  ships  of  other  nations.  It  became 
necessary  for  us  to  construct  vessels  in 
order  to  maintain  our  trading  position 
during  the  period  of  neutrality  between 
1914  and  1917  when  British,  French,  and 
German  vessels  were  denied  to  us. 

In  1916,  the  Congress  enacted  a  Ship¬ 
ping  Act  “to  establish  a  U.S.  Shipping 
Board  for  the  purpose  of  encouraging, 
developing,  and  creating  a  naval  auxil¬ 
iary  and  naval  reserve  and  a  merchant 
marine  to  meet  the  requirements  of  the 
commerce  of  the  United  States  with  its 
Territories  and  possessions  and  with  for¬ 
eign  countries;  to  regulate  carriers  by 
water  engaged  in  the  foreign  and  inter¬ 
state  commerce  of  the  United  States; 


and  for  other  purposes.” 1  We  found 
difficult  and  expensive  to  become  a  ma 
time  power  in  a  very  short  period  of  time. 

After  the  outbreak  of  hostilities  in  the 
spring  of  1917,  an  intensive  program  was 
instituted  to  build  ships  to  transport 
troops  and  supplies  to  the  European  bat- 
tlefront  and  to  act  as  auxiliaries  to  our 
growing  Navy. 

At  the  end  of  World  Wdr  I,  many  of 
these  costly  shipbuilding^  facilities  were 
abandoned,  the  vessels  were  sold, 
scrapped,  or  laid  up, /nd  within  a  very 
few  years,  most  oy  our  international 
trade  was  again  Jn'ansported  by  ships 
flying  foreign 

Tire  Merchant  Marine  Act  of  1920 
ostensibly  provided  “for  the  promotion 
and  maintenance  of  the  American  mer¬ 
chant  marine,”  but  it  repealed  “certain 
egislation”  and  provided  “for 
the  disposition,  regulation,  and  use  of 
property  acquired  thereunder,  and  for 
other  ^purposes.” 2 

)28,  the  Congress  enacted  a  Mer- 
Marine  Act  “to  further  develop  an 
erican  merchant  marine,  to  assure  its 
ermanence  in  the  transportation  of  the 
•foreign  trade  of  the  United  States,  and 
for  other  purposes.” 3 

On  March  4,  1935,  President  Franklin 
D.  Roosevelt  presented  to  the  Congress  a 
report  which  had  been  prepared  by  an 
interdepartmental  committee  known  as 
the  “Committee  on  Shipping  Policy,”  ap¬ 
pointed  June  18,  1934,  by  the  Secretary 
of  Commerce,  together  with  another  re¬ 
port  from  the  Postmaster  General  on 
ocean  mail  contracts  prepared  pursuant 
to  an  Executive  order  of  July  11,  1934.4 

In  his  message  to  the  Congress,  Presi¬ 
dent  Roosevelt  said : 

I  present  to  the  Congress  the  question  of 
whether  or  not  the  United  States  should  have 
an  adequate  merchant  marine. 

To  me  there  are  three  reasons  for  answer¬ 
ing  this  question  in  the  affirmative.  The  first 
is  that  in  time  of  peace,  subsidies  granted  by 
other  nations,  shipping  combines,  and  other 
restrictive  or  relating  methods  may  well  be 
used  to  the  detriment  of  American  shippers. 
The  maintenance  of  fair  competition  alone 
calls  for  American-fiag  ships  of  sufficient  ton¬ 
nage  to  carry  a  reasonable  portion  of  our 
foreign  commerce. 

Second.  In  the  event  of  a  major  war  in 
wAich  the  United  States  is  not  involved,  our 
commerce,  in  the  absence  of  an  adequate 
American  merchant  marine,  might  find  itself 
seriously  crippled  because  of  its  inability  to 
secure  bottoms  for  neutral  peaceful  foreign 
trade. 

Third.  IK  the  event  of  a  war  in  which  the 
United  States  itself  might  be  engaged,  Amer¬ 
ican  flagships\are  obviously  needed  not  only 
for  naval  auxiliaries,  but  also  for  the  main¬ 
tenance  of  reasonable  and  necessary  com¬ 
mercial  intercourses  with  other  nations.  We 
should  remember  lessons  learned  in  the  last 
war. 

1  The  Merchant  Marin^sAct,  1936,  the  Mer¬ 
chant  Ship  Sales  Act  of  1946,  the  Merchant 
Marine  Act,  1920,  the  Shipping  Act,  1916, 
and  the  Merchant  Marine  \Act,  1928,  (as 
amended  through  the  84th\Cong. ) ,  85th 
Cong.,  1st  sess.,  report  by  the  iSenate  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Interstate  and  ForeignSpommerce, 
p.  139. 

2  Op.  cit.,p.  112. 

‘Ibid.,  p.  155. 

‘Congressional  Record,  vol.  79,  pt.  #V74th 
Cong.,  1st  sess.,  Mar.  4,  1935,  pp.  28,  59- 
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Irpmany  instances  In  our  history  the  Con¬ 
gress  \as  provided  for  various  kinds  of  dis¬ 
guised  subsidies  to  American  shipping.  In 
recent  yeSyrs  the  Congress  has  provided  this 
aid  in  theSHorm  of  lending  money  at  low 
rates  of  interest  to  American  shipping  com¬ 
panies  for  theSnurpose  of  building  new  ships 
for  foreign  trade.  It  has,  in  addition,  ap¬ 
propriated  large\annual  sums  under  the 
guise  of  payment^for  ocean  mail  contracts. 

This  lending  of  naoney  for  shipbuilding 
has  in  practice  been 'a,  failure.  Few  ships 
have  been  built  and  many  difficulties  have 
arisen  over  the  repayment  of  the  loans. 
Similar  difficulties  have  attended  the  grant¬ 
ing  of  ocean  mail  contracts.  The  Govern¬ 
ment  today  is  paying  annuSily  about  $30 
million  for  the  carrying  of  mail&which  would 
cost,  under  normal  ocean  rates,  only  $3  mil¬ 
lion.  The  difference,  $27  million\is  a  sub¬ 
sidy,  and  nothing  but  a  subsidy.  But  given 
under  this  disguised  form  it  is  an  unsatis¬ 
factory  and  not  an  honest  way  of  providing 
the  aid  that  Government  ought  to  givh  to 
shipping.  \ 

I  propose  that  we  end  this  subterfuge.  lX 
the  Congress  decides  that  it  will  maintain 
a  reasonably  adequate  American  merchant 
marine  I  believe  that  it  can  well  afford  hon¬ 
estly  to  call  a  subsidy  by  its  right  name. 

Approached  in  this  way  a  subsidy  amounts 
to  a  comparatively  simple  thing.  It  must  be 
based  upon  providing  for  American  shipping 
Government  aid  to  make  up  the  differential 
between  American  and  foreign  shipping  costs. 
It  should  cover,  first,  the  difference  in  the 
cost  of  building  ships;  second,  the  difference 
in  the  cost  of  operating  ships;  and  finally, 
it  should  take  into  consideration  the  liberal 
subsidies  that  many  foreign  governments 
provide  for  their  shipping.  Only  by  meeting 
this  threefold  differential  can  we  expect  to 
maintain  a  reasonable  place  in  ocean  com¬ 
merce  for  ships  flying  the  American  flag,  and 
at  the  same  time  maintain  American  stand¬ 
ards.5 

On  April  15,  1935,  Senator  Royal  S. 
Copeland,  of  New  York,  introduced  a 
bill,  S.  2582,  74th  Congress,  to  implement 
this  program.6  It  ultimately  became  the 
Merchant  Marine  Act  of  1936.  This 
basic  legislation  established  as  a  decla¬ 
ration  of  policy  that : 

Sec.  101.  It  is  necessary  for  the  national 
defense  and  development  of  its  foreign  and 
domestic  commerce  that  the  United  States 
shall  have  a  merchant  marine  (a)  sufficient 
to  carry  its  domestic  water-borne  commerce 
and  a  substantial  portion  of  the  water¬ 
borne  export  and  import  foreign  commerce 
of  the  United  States  and  to  provide  shipping 
service  on  all  routes  essential  for  maintain¬ 
ing  the  flow  of  such  domestic  and  foreign, 
water-borne  commerce  at  all  times,  (b/ 
capable  of  serving  as  a  naval  and  military- 
auxiliary  in  time  of  war  or  national  emer¬ 
gency,  (c)  owned  and  operated  under  the 
U.S.  flag  by  citizens  of  the  United /States 
insofar  as  may  be  practicable,  and  ifi)  com¬ 
posed  of  the  best-equipped,  safest, /and  most 
suitable  types  of  vessels,  constructed  in  the 
United  States  and  manned  wUfh  a  trained 
and  efficient  citizen  personnel'  It  is  hereby 
declared  to  be  the  policy  of  the  United  States 
to  foster  the  development  and  encourage  the 
maintenance  of  such  a  merchant  marine.7 


5  Op.  cit.,  pp.  2859-2jJ60. 

6  Congressional  R/cord,  vol.  79,  pt.  5,  74th 
Cong.,  1st  sess.,  Ap f.  15,  1935,  pp.  5617-5618. 

7  The  MerchanVMarine  Act,  1936,  the  Mer¬ 
chant  Ship  Salas  Act  of  1946,  the  Merchant 
Marine  Act,  1920,  the  Shipping  Act,  1916,  and 
the  Merchant Marine  Act,  1928  (as  amended 
through  the  84th  Cong.),  85th  Cong.,  1st 
sess.,  repo/  by  the  Senate  Committee  on  In¬ 
terstate  and  Foreign  Commerce,  p.  1. 
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This  act  also  created  an  independent 
agency  known  as  the  U.S.  Maritime 
Commission.6  Later  it  was  abolished  by 
Reorganization  Plan  No.  21  of  1950,  and 
its  functions  were  transferred  to  the  De¬ 
partment  of  Commerce.8 9 

The  wisdom  of  this  act  was  quickly 
justified  by  the  situation  which  con¬ 
fronted  the  United  States  as  we  ap¬ 
proached  World  War  II.  Once  again, 
foreign  shipping  was  unavailable  and  it 
became  imperative  for  us  to  construct 
vessels  on  an  emergency  basis  to  handle 
our  cargoes  during  the  period  of  so-called 
neutrality,  prior  to  Pearl  Harbor.  Lend- 
lease  shipments  as  well  as  normal  com¬ 
mercial  trade  were  completely  depend¬ 
ent  on  American  shipping,  since  German 
submarines  and  British  cruisers  made  it 
virtually  impossible  for  other  nations  to 
carry  our  cargoes  with  any  degree  of 
safety. 

After  the  United  States  became  a  bel¬ 
ligerent,  American  shipbuilding  of  all 
types  was  expanded,  since  we  had  the 
task  of  feeding  our  Allies  and  supplying 
cui\  troops  in  every  theater  of  action 
during  World  War  II.  At  the  conclusion 
of  thi\  conflict,  the  United  States  once . 
again  nhd  a  large  surplus  of  ships,  anch 
the  fleets\f  other  maritime  powers  were 
depleted  due  to  enemy  action.  / 

This  relative  advantage  did  not/con¬ 
tinue  for  any\  lengthy  period  because 
American  vessels  had  been  hastily  con¬ 
structed.  Many  oi  them  had  inadequate 
engines,  had  a  low\fPeed  capacity,  and 
could  not  compete  with  the  newer  and 
more  modem  ships  whMi  either  maritime 
nations  rapidly  started  build.  One  of 
the  final  acts  of  President  1 Truman  was 
to  send  a  message  to/the  Congress  con¬ 
cerning  the  maritime  subsid^.  programs. 
On  January  16,  1553,  he  advised  Con¬ 
gress  as  follows:/  \ 

I  believe  that/the  one  compelling,  justi¬ 
fication  which  /ow  exists  for  subsidizing  an 
American-fia  /merchant  fleet  is  the  national 
defense  requirement.  For  this  purpose,  sve 
cannot  reasonably  expect  to  keep  in  activh 
peacetim/  operation  the  number  of  ships\ 
that  would  be  needed  in  the  event  of  war. 
We  must  instead  concentrate  upon  main- 
taini/g  a  modern  and  efficient  nucleus  fleet,  <■ 
capable  of  rapid  expansion  in  the  event  of 
mobilization.  We  must  supplement  this 
Active  nucleus  with  a  well-maintained  re¬ 
serve  fleet  of  inactive  vessels,  and  with  an 
effective  shipbuilding  industry.10 

It  should  be  noted  that  an  effective 
shipbuilding  industry  was  an  essential 
element  of  our  program  of  maintaining 
our  defense  posture  Without  accumu¬ 
lating  all  of  the  vessels  that  would  be 
needed  during  a  period  of  hostilities. 
President  Truman  continued: 

If  we  satisfy  fully  such  defense  require¬ 
ments  for  an  active  fleet,  we  could  at  the 
same  time  satisfy,  in  large  measure,  what¬ 
ever  requirements  may  exist  for  an  Ameri¬ 
can  merchant  marine  for  national  economic 
and  national  prestige  reasons. 

Since  the  cost  of  supporting  even  the 
presently  subsidized  fleet  has  grown  sub¬ 
stantially  in  recent  years,  the  Government 


8  Ibid. 

*U.S.  Government  Organization  Manual, 
1959-60,”  pp.  689-690. 

10  Congressional  Record,  vol.  99,  pt.  1,  83d 
Cong.,  1st  sess.,  Jan.  20,  1953,  p.  449. 


should,  I  believe,  be  most  hesitant  to  un¬ 
dertake  commitments  for  even  broader  suby 
sidies,  unless  a  compelling  national,  defense 
need  is  established.  / 

Since  most  of  the  ships  now  in  operation 
are  adequate  in  size  and  speed  to  meet  .Exist¬ 
ing  competition,  the  shipping  lines  have 
little  incentive  to  incur  the  hgh ey  capital 
costs  of  postwar  replacements  until  their 
present  ships  reach  a  normal  retirement  age 
of  20  years.  This  problem  co/ld  be  over¬ 
come  by  a  temporary  amendment  to  the  1936 
act,  authorizing  the  Maritime  Board  to  pro¬ 
vide  liberal  trade-in  allowances  as  a  special 
incentive  for  advance  replacement  of  a  por¬ 
tion  of  the  present  fleets?1 

In  May  1954,  th/under  Secretary  of 
Commerce  for  Transportation,  Mr.  Rob¬ 
ert  Murray,  presented  a  report  which 
had  been  prepared  by  the  Maritime 
Administration,  in  cooperation  with  the 
Defense  Department,  to  the  Commerce 
Subcommittee  of  the  Senate  Commit¬ 
tee  on  Interstate  and  Foreign  Commerce. 
This  report  recommended  the  construc¬ 
tion  pi  60  new  commercial  vessels  a  year 
whion  would  provide  the  nucleus  of  a 
wartime  merchant  fleet  while  avoiding 
the  problem  of  block  obsolescence. 

/  In  addition,  it  concluded  that  the 
United  States  needs  approximately 
36,000  shipyard  workers  as  a  peacetime 
nucleus  on  which  to  base  a  future  war¬ 
time  building  program.  In  1953  there 
were  only  23,000  workers  employed  in 
our  large  coastal  shipyards.  Secretary 
Murray  believed  that  during  1954  this 
force  would  decline  to  about  10,800 
workers,  and  to  1,200  workers  by  1955, 
unless  a  60-ship  annual  building  pro¬ 
gram  was  instituted.19 

The  Murray  report  made  nine  specific 
recommendations.  Among  them  were 
the  following: 

1.  Appropriations  for  pending  applications 
for  construction-differential  subsidy:  The 
Department  of  Commerce  should  request 
appropriations  to  cover  the  Government’s 
share  of  the  cost  of  construction  of  ships 
for  which  construction-differential  subsidy 
applications  are  pending.  New  ship  con¬ 
struction  should  be  financed  privately  to  the 
greatest  extent  possible.  However,  if  Gov¬ 
ernment  financing  is  required  requested  ap¬ 
propriations  should  exclude  the  purchaser’s 
doWnpayment. 

2/\Construction  revolving  fund:  The  re¬ 
volving  fund  authorized  under  section  206 
of  th<k  Merchant  Marine  Act,  1936,  as 
amendeay.  should  be  made  available  for  use 
in  connection  with  ship  construction,  con¬ 
version,  betterments,  research  and  develop¬ 
ment.  Them,  should  be  authorized  for  de¬ 
posit  in  this  \und  (1)  appropriations  for 
ship  construction:  (2)  receipts  from  sale  of 
ship  mortgages;  n3)  interest  and  principal 
payments  on  ship  ^mortgages  owned  by  the 
Government;  and  (4)  sale  and  charter  re¬ 
ceipts.  Reports  on  tW  activities  with  re¬ 
spect  to  the  source  anckapplication  of  such 
funds  should  be  made  periodically  to  Con¬ 
gress.  \ 

3.  Procedure  for  the  determination  of  con¬ 
struction  subsidy:  The  Department  of  Com¬ 
merce  should  request  legislation,  to  facilitate 
the  determination  of  construction -differen¬ 
tial  subsidy  rates.  Provisions  required  are: 
(1)  The  Board  should  be  authorized  to  de¬ 
termine  construction-differential  Subsidy 


11  Ibid.  \ 

“Daily  report  of  executives,  the  Washr 
ington  Daily  Reporter  System,  division  of 
the  Bureau  of  National  Affairs,  Inc.,  Wash¬ 
ington,  D.C.,  No.  85,  May  3,  1954,  p.  A-l. 
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totalkinclude  residual  fuel  oil  which  we 
do  notSgroduce  in  sufficient  quantities  in 
this  'country  to  meet  our  needs.  How¬ 
ever,  excluding  residual  fuel  oil,  the  facts 
show  that  rbe  other  oil  imports  are  run¬ 
ning  far  in  excess  of  the  total  which  the 
Cabinet  Committee  in  1954  declared 
must  not  be  exuded  if  our  national  se¬ 
curity  position  isNo  be  preserved. 

Mr.  President,  a\l  mentioned  earlier, 
imports  are  only  one  factor  but  a  big 
factor.  I,  therefore,  urgently  call  upon 
the  President  and  theVesponsible  offi¬ 
cials  in  Government  concerned  with  oil 
import  policies  to  immediately  take  a 
cold,  hard  look  at  this  situation  and  see 
if  the  goals  they  laid  down  wnen  import 
controls  were  established  are  bating  met. 
This  situation  calls  for  immediaN  action 
as  I  understand  the  administrator  \>f  the 
program  is  now  in  the  process  of  estab¬ 
lishing  the  allowable  imports  for  the  sec¬ 
ond  half  of  1960.  Once  these  are  estab¬ 
lished,  it  would  be  very  difficult  iA 
change  them.  Therefore,  I  urgently  sug¬ 
gest  that  a  reevaluation  be  made  right 
now  of  the  total  level  of  imports  to  the 
end  that  sufficient  reductions  can  be 
made  to  assure  that  our  national  secur- 
goals  will  be  met. _ _ _ 


DEPARTMENT  OF  AGRICULTURE 

AND  FARM  CREDIT  ADMINISTRA¬ 
TION  APPROPRIATIONS,  1961 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  the  Senate 
proceed  to  the  consideration  of  Calendar 
No.  1467,  House  bill  12117,  so  that  the 
bill  will  become  the  pending  business. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
Engle  in  the  chair) .  Is  there  objection? 

There  being  no  objection,  the  Senate 
proceeded  to  consider  the  bill  (H.R. 
12117)  making  appropriations  for  the 
Department  of  Agriculture  and  Farm 
Credit  Administration  for  the  fiscal  year 
ending  June  30,  1961,  and  for  other  pur¬ 
poses,  which  had  been  reported  from  the 
Committee  on  Appropriations  with 
amendments. 

Mr.  RUSSELL  obtained  the  floor. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  from  Georgia  yield? 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  I  am  glad  to  yield  to 
the  distinguished  Senator  from  Mon¬ 
tana. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  I 
suggest  the  absence  of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  legislative  clerk  proceeded  to  call 
the  roll. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  the  order 
for  the  quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  With¬ 
out  objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  RUSSELL  obtained  the  floor. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President, 
will  the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  I  am  very  glad  to 
yield  to  the  acting  majority  leader. 


I  ORDER  FOR  ADJOURNMENT  TO  10 
O’CLOCK  AM.  TOMORROW 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  I 
should  like  /to  make  a  request  which 
may,  in  th/end, turn  out  to  be  tentative. 


I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  when 
the  Senate  adjourns  tonight,  it  adjourn 
to  meet  at  10  o’clock  tomorrow  morning. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  With¬ 
out  objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 


LIMITATION  OF  DEBATE  ON  VETO 
BY  THE  PRESIDENT  OF  THE  AREA 
REDEVELOPMENT  BILL 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  at  2  o’clock 
tomorrow,  a  yea-and-nay  vote  be  taken 
on  the  proposal  to  override  the  Presi¬ 
dent’s  veto  of  the  depressed  areas  bill, 
with  the  time  to  be  divided  equally  be¬ 
tween  the  proponents  and  opponents  of 
the  measure. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection? 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  Mr.  President,  by 
that  statement,  I  assume  the  acting  ma¬ 
jority  leader  means  the  time  is  to  be 
controlled  by  the  leadership. 

V  Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Yes;  by  the  ma¬ 
jority  leader  and  by  the  minority  leader. 

>The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection?  The  Chair  hears  none,  and/ 
the  imarimous-consent  request  is  agreed 

\  ______  / 

ORDER  FOR  LIMITATION  OF  MORN- 
INgNhOUR  TOMORROW 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  Mr.  President,  I 
should  like  to  ask  the  acting  majority 
leader  if  it  is  contemplate/  that  there 
be  a  morning  hourytomorudw. 

Mr.  MANSFIELDS  I  ^presume  there 
will  be  a  morning  mSUA  which  I  hope 
will  not  take  up  too  mch  time;  but,  in 
order  to  overcome  th/M,  particular  aspect 
of  the  problem,  I  as)f  unanimous  consent 
that  there  be  a  morning  hoar  tomorrow, 
and  that  the  moaning  hour  b\  concluded 
by  11  o’clock  ain.  \ 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  the  unanimous  consent  re¬ 
quest  is  agreed  to.  \ 

The  unanimous-consent  agreements 
subsequently  reduced  to  writing,  are\s 
folio  war  \ 

Unanimous  Consent  Agreements 
Omered,  That  when  the  Senate  concludes1 
itsyousiness  today  it  adjourn  until  10  o’clock 
a  Jn.  tomorrow  (Tuesday,  May  24,  1960) ;  that 
ynorning  business  be  in  order,  and  that  at 
fil  o’clock  a.m.  the  Senate  proceed  to  the 
consideration  of  the  question  of.  overriding 
the  veto  of  the  President  of  S.  722,  the  Area 
Development  Act;  that  at  the  hour  of  2 
o’clock  p.m.,  the  Senate  proceed  to  vote  by 
yeas  and  nays  on  said  question,  and  that 
the  intervening  time  be  equally  divided  be¬ 
tween  the  proponents  and  the  opponents, 
and  controlled,  respectively,  by  the  majority 
leader  and  the  minority  leader.  (May  23, 
1960.) 


RESEARCH  ON  CONVERSION  OF 
SALINE  WATER  TO  FRESH  WATER 
Mr.  MOSS.  Mr.  President,  I  rise  to 
announce  my  cosponsorship  of  the  bill 
(S.  3557)  introduced  by  the  distinguished 
i  majority  leader  [Mr.  Johnson  of  Texas], 
-together  with  the  Senator  from  New 
Mexico  [Mr.  Anderson],  and  others,  to 
provide  for  accelerated  research  and  de¬ 
velopment  of  practical  means  for  con¬ 
verting  saline  water  to  fresh  water  suit¬ 
able  for  consumptive  use, 


The  bill  removes  present  restrictions 
of  time  and  money  on  the  desalirozation 
program,  and  provides  loans  ko  com¬ 
munities  to  build  developmental  con¬ 
version  plants.  / 

While  desalinization  of  seawater  is  not 
expected  to  provide  a  direct  supply  for 
interior  States  like  mine,  at  least,  not 
very  soon,  we  in  Utah/have  a  real  in¬ 
terest  in  seeing  our  lister  States,  and 
California  in  particular,  develop  ade¬ 
quate  water  supply's  from  seawater. 

Today,  Utah  and  southern  California 
both  look  to  the /same  source — the  Colo¬ 
rado  River — for  much  of  the  water  to 
support  a  rapid  growth  of  population 
and  industry?  California  has  just  re¬ 
ceived  a  blew  in  the  recommendation  of 
a  special /master  of  the  U.S.  Supreme 
Court  division  of  the  water  of  the 
lower  Colorado. 

We/fn  Utah  have  long  been  at  odds 
with/California  over  the  division  of  the 
Colorado  waters  between  the  lower  and 
thre  upper  basin  States.  The  real  solu¬ 
tion  to  the  problem,  however,  is  for  us 
'to  work  together  to  develop  an  alterna¬ 
tive  means  of  providing  California  with 
the  water  she  needs.  This  would  then 
relieve  pressure  to  claim  for  California 
a  larger  portion  of  the  Colorado  stream- 
flow.  The  upper  basin  States  would  be 
safe  in  their  use  of  the  water. 

Since  all  of  the  Nation’s  present  sup¬ 
plies  of  water  that  are  inexpensive  and 
readily  accessible  are  already  in  use,  we 
look  to  a  means  of  making  available  the 
enormous  resources  of  the  sea. 

The  Office  of  Saline  Water  has  done 
a  creditable  job  with  the  funds  and  per¬ 
sonnel  it  has.  Three  experimental  plants 
will  soon  be  under  construction,  and 
plans  are  going  forward  for  the  estab¬ 
lishment  of  the  two  more  that  have  been 
authorized  by  Congress. 

I  agree  with  the  Senator  from  Texas 
[Mr.  Johnson],  however,  that,  despite 
real  efforts,  we  are  losing  this  water  race. 
Our  progress  on  desalinization  is  too 
slow,  and  present  storage  and  conserva¬ 
tion  efforts  are  not  keeping  pace  with  in¬ 
creased  water  demand. 

,  Our  society  has  reached  the  place 
Vhere  the  necessities  and  uses  of  water 
are  so  tremendous  that  they  stagger  the 
imagination.  It  has  taken  us  352  years 
to  build  up  our  population  of  180  million 
Americans.  Yet  the  Census  Bureau  as¬ 
sures  that  the  number  will  double  in  the 
next  40  years. 

This  means  that  the  Nation  as  a  whole 
will  require  3^2  times  as  much  municipal 
water  in  198<J\as  was  used  5  years  ago. 
And  the  statistics  on  the  coming  water 
needs  of  agriculture,  manufacturing, 
metal  fabricating.Nmd  the  new  synthet¬ 
ics  industries,  which  nave  been  previously 
cited  in  the  Senate  a&d  with  which  the 
Members  are  familia\  tell  the  same 
story.  \ 

Mr.  President,  there  is  another  aspect 
to  America’s  water  problefcn  that  has 
particular  significance  in  vl^w  of  the 
tragic  international  developments  of  the 
past  week.  \ 

As  the  Senate  is  aware,  I  had  the 
opportunity  of  visiting  Soviet  Russiadast 
fall  as  head  of  a  subcommittee  represent¬ 
ing  the  Committee  on  Interior  and  Ii\ 
sular  Affairs  and  the  Committee  on  Pub- 
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lie  'ftTorks.  Our  task  was  to  study  com¬ 
parative  water  and  power  resource  de¬ 
velopment.  One  of  the  points  made  by 
the  subdWmmittee  report  is  this — that 
the  Soviet'UJnion  possesses  the  largest 
water  resources  in  the  world.  Russia 
has  about  10 ^percent  of  our  earth’s  sup¬ 
ply  of  fresh  w^ter,  compared  to  our  3 
percent. 

It  is  true  that  '^portion  of  the  water 
in  Siberia  is  difficult  to  develop  because 
it  flows  northward  xinto  the  icebound 
Arctic  Ocean,  it  is  true  that  much  of 
Russia’s  water  is  great\distances  from 
the  centers  of  population^  but  this  still 
leaves  Russia  with  vastly  ©‘eater  water 
resources  than  we  enjoy. 

And,  Mr.  President,  it  mukt  be  said 
that  the  Eisenhower-Nixon  administra¬ 
tion  has  failed  to  recognize  t^  vital 
character  of  our  water  problem,  aM  has 
refused  to  follow  policies  calculated  to 
develop  supplies  fast  enough  to  keepuip 
with  demand.  In  some  cases,  our  at¬ 
tempts  to  solve  the  problem  have  bee 
ridiculed. 

I  refer  to  the  vote  of  Congress  to  over¬ 
ride  the  President’s  veto  of  the  public 
works  appropriation  bill  last  session, 
which  Press  Secretary  James  Hagerty 
was  allowed  to  call  the  “lure  of  the  pork 
barrel.”  Yet  these  projects  were  for 
flood  control — to  prevent  wasting  of 
water;  or  for  small  water  projects — to 
use  water  supplies  more  efficiently. 

And  the  “no  new  starts”  policy  has 
unreasonably  slowed  the  development  of 
water  storage  and  development  projects. 
Incidentally,  this  policy  was  quitely 
dropped  for  this  election  year. 

The  President  even  vetoed  the  bill  to 
use  adequate  amounts  of  Federal  funds 
to  assist  and  encourage  States  and 
localities  to  control  water  pollution. 
Yet  the  fact  is  that  we  are  losing  this 
race  also — we  are  contaminating  our 
water  at  a  faster  rate  every  year. 

The  leadership  in  providing  adequate 
water  supplies  has  therefore  had  to 
come  from  Congress.  And  this  leader¬ 
ship  is  welcomed  by  the  States  and 
municipalities  which  are  daily  struggling 
with  this  problem. 

One  forward-looking  step  taken  b; 

the  Senate  is  the  appointment  of  t. _ 

Select  Committee  on  National  Water 
Resources,  which  is  making  a  study  of 
the  Nation’s  future  water  needs  ana  sup¬ 
plies.  We  have  held  public  hearings  in 
all  sections  of  the  country,  ami  are  is¬ 
suing  a  series  of  comprehensive  reports 
covering  all  phases  of  our/water  prob¬ 
lems.  Our  report  will  tye  made  to  the 
Senate  next  year. 

In  the  meantime,  I  afn  pleased  to  sup 
port  this  move  to  step  up  all  phases  of 
our  saline  water /program.  This  bill 
provides  for  improved  research,  for 
process  development  in  both  pilot  and 
full-scale  plants,  and  for  establishment 
of  a  needed/central  testing  labor atory. 
Economic  studies  will  be  undertaken  to 
provide  /communities  with  the  cost 
figures/they  need  to  make  intelligent 
decisions  on  the  possibility  of  using  de- 
salinization  for  municipal  water  sup- 
pi-' 

Tn  addition,  the  bill  provides  for  loans 
>  communities  to  aid  plant  construc¬ 
tion.  Many  communities  could  now 


provide  their  water  supplies  more 
cheaply  through  commercial  desaliniza¬ 
tion.  They  hesitate  to  do  so  because  of 
uncertainty,  the  expense  involved,  and 
the  general  lack  of  knowledge  in  this 
field. 

In  many  places  in  this  Nation,  we  al¬ 
ready  have  a  water  shortage.  The 
Geological  Survey  tells  us  that  there 
were  1,000  communities  in  47  Stated  that 
had  to  restrict  water  use  in  1957.  The 
Department  of  Commerce  estimates  that 
the  cities  and  towns  of  America  must  in¬ 
vest  $80  billion  in  the  next  20  years  to 
keep  abreast  of  their  requirements  for 
municipal  and  industrial  water.  A 
reasonable  expenditure  now  to  provide 
the  research  and  development  to  make 
our  greatest  potential  source  of  water — 
the  sea —  available  for  human  use  is  one 
of  the  wisest  investments  we  can  make 
.in  the  future  of  America. 


AGRICULTURAL  AND  FARM  CREDIT 

ADMINISTRATION  APPROPRIA¬ 
TIONS,  1961 

The  Senate  resumed  the  consideration 
of  the  bill  (H.R.  12117)  making  appro¬ 
priations  for  the  Department  of  AgricuU 
ture  and  Farm  Credit  Administration 
for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1961, 
and  for  other  purposes. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  Mr.  President,  do  I 
correctly  understand  that  H.R.  12117, 
the  annual  appropriation  bill  for  the  De¬ 
partment  of  Agriculture,  has  been  made 
the  unfinished  business? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  That  is 
correct. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  committee 
amendments  be  agreed  to  en  bloc,  that 
the  bill  as  thus  amended  be  considered 
as  original  test  for  the  purpose  of  amend¬ 
ment,  and  that  no  point  of  order  be 
waived. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  the  unanimous-consent  re¬ 
quest  is  agreed  to. 

The  committee  amendments  agreed  to 
en  bloc  are  as  follows: 

.  On  page  3,  line  7,  after  the  word  "sta¬ 
tions”,  to  strike  out  “$67,934,000”  and  insert 
“$70,247,600”,  and  in  line  10,  after  “(21 
U.S.C.  113a)”,  to  strike  out  the  comma  and 
“or  to  not  to  exceed  $1,000,000  to  remain 
available  until  expended  for  the  construction 
and  alteration  of  buildings.” 

On  page  4,  at  the  beginning  of  line  1,  to 
strike  out  “$52,011,000”  and  insert  “$52,236,- 
000”,  and  in  line  5,  after  the  word  “condi¬ 
tions”,  to  insert  a  colon  and  “ Provided ,  That 
no  funds  shall  be  used  to  formulate  or  ad¬ 
minister  a  brucellosis  eradication  program 
for  fiscal  year  1962  that  does  not  require 
minimum  matching  by  any  State  of  at  least 
40  per  centum.” 

On  page  4,  line  14,  after  the  word  “em¬ 
ployed”,  to  strike  out  “under  contracts  and 
cooperative  agreements”. 

At  the  top  of  page  6,  to  insert: 

“construction  of  facilities 
“For  construction  of  facilities  and  acqui¬ 
sition  of  the  necessary  land  therefor  by 
donation  or  exchange,  $3,700,000,  to  remain 
available  untU  expended:  Provided,  That 
$300,000  of  the  amount  appropriated  herein 
shall  be  available  for  payment  of  expenses 
for  construction  of  a  headquarters-labora¬ 
tory  building  at  the  National  Arboretum, 
which  is  hereby  authorized  to  be  constructed 
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under  contract  authorization  in  an  amount 
not  to  exceed  $1,500,000.” 

On  page  6,  line  16,  after  the  word  “Agricul¬ 
ture”,  to  strike  out  “$31,053,000”  and  insert 
"$32,053,708,”  and  in  line  19,  after  the  word 
“all”,  to  strike  out  “$31,553,000”  and  insert 
“$32,553,708”. 

On  page  7,  line  24,  after  “(7  U.S.C.  347a)”, 
to  strike  out  “$54,220,000”  and  insert  “$56,- 
220,000”;  on  page  8,  line  2,  after  the  word 
“all”,  to  strike  out  "$55,715,000”  and  insert 
“$57,715,000”,  and  in  line  7,  after  the  word 
“year”,  to  strike  out  the  colon  and  “Pro¬ 
vided  further,  That  all  of  the  additional 
funds  provided  herein  shall  be  used  to  meet 
expenses  at  the  county  level.” 

On  page  8,  line  12,  after  the  word 

“employees”,  to  strike  out  “$5,875,000”  and 
insert  “$5,961,000”. 

On  page  8,  line  22,  after  the  word 

’possessions”,  to  strike  out  “$2,255,000”  and 
insert  “$2,275,000”. 

I  On  page  17,  line  2,  after  the  word 

“estimates”,  to  strike  out  “$16,315,000”  and 
insert  "$16,605,000”. 

On  page  17,  after  line  9,  to  insert: 
“Marketing  services:  For  services  relating 
to  agricultural  marketing  and  distribution, 
for  carrying  out  regulatory  acts  connected 
therewith,  and  for  administration  and  co¬ 
ordination  of  payments  to  States,  $26,579,900, 
including  not  to  exceed  $25,000  for  employ¬ 
ment  at  rates  not  to  exceed  $50  per  diem, 
except  for  employment  in  rate  cases  at  not 
to  exceed  $100  per  diem  pursuant  to  the  ^ 
second  sentence  of  section  706(a)  of  the 
Organic  Act  of  1944  (5  U.S.C.  574),  as 
amended  by  section  15  of  the  Act  of  August 
2,  1946  (5  U.S.C.  55a),  in  carrying  out  sec¬ 
tion  201(a)  to  201(d),  inclusive,  of  title  H 
of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of  1938 
(7  U.S.C.  1291)  and  section  203 (j)  of  the 
Agricultural  Marketing  Act  of  1946.” 

On  page  18,  line  25,  after  “(7  U.S.C. 
1766)  ”,  to  strike  out  “$4,447,000”  and  insert 
“$4,487,000”,  and  on  page  19,  at  the  be¬ 
ginning  of  line  7,  to  strike  out  “$2,493,000” 
and  insert  “$2,539,000”. 

On  page  19,  line  21,  after  the  word 
“expended”,  to  insert  “of  which  amounts 
not  less  than  $4,400,000  shall  be  available 
to  purchase  currencies  which  the  Treasury 
Department  shall  determine  to  be  excess  to 
normal  requirements  of  the  United  States: 
Provided,  That  this  appropriation  shall  not 
be  used  for  the  purchase  of  currencies  avail¬ 
able  in  the  Treasury  for  the  purposes  of 
section  104(f)  of  such  Act  unless  such  cur¬ 
rencies  are  excess  to  the  normal  require¬ 
ments  of  the  United  States”. 

On  page  20,  line  21,  after  “(7  U.S.C.  1- 
17a)”,  to  strike  out  “$930,000”  and  insert 
“$941,325”. 

On  page  21,  line  18,  after  the  word  “ex¬ 
pended”,  to  strike  out  “$310,000,000”  and 
insert  “$335,000,000”. 

On  page  22,  at  the  beginning  of  line  18, 
to  strike  out  “$50,000,000”  and  insert  “$60,- 
000,000”. 

On  page  25,  at  the  beginning  of  line  19.  to 
strike  out  “$30,500,000”  and  insert  “$31,-  : 
467,650”,  and  in  line  20,  after  the  word  “ex¬ 
ceed”,  to  strike  out  “$1,000,000”  and  insert 
“$1,100,000”. 

On  page  27,  line  1,  after  the  word  “De¬ 
partment”,  to  strike  out  “$1,478,000”  and 
insert  “$1,523,000”;  in  line  8,  after  the  word 
“than”,  to  strike  out  “one  hundred  and  fifty- 
one  thousand”  and  insert  “two  hundred  and 
thirty-three  thousand  and  fifty”;  in  line  ’ 
16,  after  the  word  “of”,  where  it  occurs  the 
second  time,  to  strike  out  "one  hundred  and 
sixteen  thousand  five  hundred  and  twenty- 
five”  and  insert  “fifty-eight  thousand  two 
hundred”,  and  at  the  beginning  of  line  19,. 
to  strike  out  “$90,000”  and  insert  “$45,000”. 

On  page  30,  line  8,  after  the  word  "ex¬ 
ceed”,  to  strike  out  “$44,726,000”  and  insert 
“$45,726,000”,  and  on  page  32,  line  12,  after 
the  word  “provision”,  to  strike  oift  the  semi¬ 
colon  and  "Provided  further.  That  none  of 
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the  funds  herein  appropriated  shall  be  used 
to  formulate  or  administer  any  program 
which  does  not  provide  for  maximum  use  of 
Government-owned  facilities  for  storing  sur¬ 
plus  commodities,  consistent  with  the 
economical  operation  of  the  Corporation.” 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  bill 
is  open  to  further  amendment. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  Mr.  President,  I 
have  a  brief  statement  to  make  regard¬ 
ing  some  of  the  items  in  the  agricultural 
appropriation  bill. 

As  reported  to  the  Senate,  the  bill 
carries  direct  appropriations  in  the 
amount  of  $4,000,222,683.  This  bill  is 
$135  million  under  the  budget  estimates, 
and  $62.3  million  over  the  figure  as 
passed  by  the  House.  For  the  regular 
activities  of  the  Department,  $1.33  mil¬ 
lion  is  recommended,  which  is  $11.4  mil¬ 
lion  under  the  budget  requests. 

RESTORATION'  OF  CAPITAL  IMPAIRMENT  OF  CCC, 

AND  REIMBURSEMENT  TO  CCC  FOR  SPECIAL 

PROGRAMS 

An  appropriation  of  $1,226,500,000  is 
carried  in  the  bill  to  restore  the  capital 
impairment  of  the  CCC.  This  includes 
$632  million  for  the  balance  of  losses  in¬ 
curred  in  fiscal  1959,  and  $594,500,000  of 
the  estimated  losses  for  fiscal  1960.  The 
difference  of  $98,500,000  between  the  es¬ 
timate  and  the  amount  proposed  in  the 
bill  will  have  to  be  restored  in  some  fu¬ 
ture  appropriation  bill. 

An  appropriation  of  $1,443,634,000  is 
recommended  to  reimburse  CCC  for  the 
estaimated  cost  in  fiscal  1960  of  carry¬ 
ing  out  several  authorized  programs. 

The  principal  committee  '  changes 
from  the  bill  as  it  passed  the  other  body 
are  as  follows: 

MARKETING  SERVICES 

First.  The  restiration  to  the  bill  of 
the  “Marketing  services”  item  of  $26,- 
579,900.  This  item  was  stricken  in  the 
House  on  a  point  of  order. 

Mr.  President,  in  this  item  there  is 
included  the  sum  of  $10,296,000  fox- 
poultry  inspection,  as  l-equested  in  the 
budget,  together  with  funds  requested  for 
several  marketing  services  programs. 

The  administration  has  proposed  leg¬ 
islation,  which  is  pending  before  the 
standing  committee  on  Agriculture  and 
Forestry,  dealing  with  continuation  of 
authority  to  exempt  poultry-food-proc¬ 
essing  food  plants  from  mandatory 
inspection. 

Unless  the  Congress  enacts  the  pro¬ 
posed  legislation  before  next  July  1,  the 
Department  will  be  required,  under  the 
poultry  products  inspection  law,  to  pro¬ 
vide  federally  supervised  inspection  to 
further  pi-ocessing  plants  which  the  Sec- 
retai-y  is  now  permitted  by  law  to  exempt 
from  inspection.  In  that  event,  the 
Department  will  be  obliged  to  submit  a 
supplemental  budget  request  to  cover  the 
additional  cost  of  inspection  in  the  poul- 
ti-y-food-processing  plants.  Included  in 
that  category  are  a  wide  variety  of  mixed 
foods,  such  as  chicken  pies,  chicken  with 
vegetables  of  one  kind  and  another,  and 
canned  chicken. 

CONSERVATION  RESERVE  PROGRAM 

Second.  The  other  major  increase  over 
the  House  recommended  by  the  commit¬ 
tee  is  a  restoration  of  $25  million  to 
make  the  mandatory  rental  payments, 
and  for  other  costs  under  the  conserva¬ 


tion  reserve  program.  The  program  au¬ 
thorization  to  enter  into  new  contracts 
has  expired,  but  this  appropriation  item 
will  be  required  for  several  years  for  the 
contracts  in  force.  The  amount  of  $335 
million  is  recommended,  the  same 
amount  as  for  1960,  which,  together  with 
balances  carried  forward  of  about  $20 
million,  should  provide  the  funds  re¬ 
quired  for  fiscal  1961. 

RESEARCH  AND  EXTENSION 

The  committee  recommends  an  ap¬ 
propriation  of  $70,247,600  for  the  Agri¬ 
cultural  Research  Service.  This  amount 
is  $1,265,900  over  the  budget  i*equest  and 
is  $2,313,600  over  the  amount  provided 
in  the  other  body. 

The  bill  includes  the  full  increase  in 
the  budget  estimate  nf  $1,502,800  for  ac¬ 
celerating  research  to  avoid  pesticide 
residues,  an  an  increase  of  $1,200,000  for 
utilization  research. 

The  committee  recommends  severaY 
increases  outside  the  budget  which,  it 
believes,  are  urgently  needed,  totaling 
$1.5  million  over  the  House  bill.  It  also 
recommends  that  $3.7  million  be  appro¬ 
priated  for  the  consti-uction  of  new  re¬ 
search  facilities  for  pesticide  residues, 
poultry  disease,  and  management  for  the 
National  Arboretum,  and  for  plans  and 
specifications  for  soil  and  water  research 
facilities. 

PAYMENTS  TO  STATES  FOR  RESEARCH  AND 
EXTENSION 

The  committee  recommends  a  $1  mil¬ 
lion  increase  for  payments  to  State  ex¬ 
periment  stations.  This  is  the  increase 
requested  in  the  budget  and  it  was  de¬ 
nied  by  the  other  body. 

For  payments  to  the  States  for  coop¬ 
erative  extension  work,  an  increase  of  $4 
million  over  fiscal  1960  is  recommended. 
This  is  $1,135,000  over  the  budget 
request. 

A  provision  in  the  other  body  re¬ 
stricting  the  use  of  increased  funds  to 
the  county  offices  has  been  stricken 
from  the  bill. 

SOIL  CONSERVATION  ACTIVITIES 

The  committee  concux-s  in  the  House 
action  to  restore  to  $250  million  the 
advance  authorization  for  the  1961  ACB 
program.  This  is  the  third  successive 
year  that  the  President’s  budget  has  re¬ 
quested  a  reduction  of  either  $125  or 
$150  million  in  the  advance  authorization 
for  the  ACP  program. 

For  programs  administered  by  the  Soil 
Conservation  Service,  the  committee  rec¬ 
ommends  an  appropriation  of  $143,- 
132,000,  which  is  $7.5  million  over  the 
estimates  and  almost  $10  million  over 
fiscal  1960. 

SCHOOL  LUNCH  AND  SCHOOL  MILK 

The  bill  cai-ries  a  total  of  $155  million 
of  Federal  financing  for  the  school  lunch 
program,  of  which  $45  million  is  from 
section  32  funds.  This  is  a  $5  million 
increase  over  the  budget  for  section  32 
funds. 

In  addition  to  the  $155  million  of  Fed¬ 
eral  funds  provided  in  this  bill,  an  esti¬ 
mated  $90  million  of  funds  will  be  avail¬ 
able  under  the  special  milk  program.  In 
addition,  surplus  foods  acquired  through 
CCC  operations  and  surplus  removal  pro¬ 
grams  will  be  available  for  donation  to 
the  school  lunch  program.  In  fiscal  1960 
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these  donations  of  food  commodities  are 
estimated  to  have  a  value  of  $73  million. 

LOAN  AUTHORIZATIONS 

The  bill  provides  $280  million  for  elec¬ 
trification  loans.  This  is  comprised  of 
$110  million  regular  authorization,  re¬ 
quested  in  the  budget,  a  carryover  into 
1961  of  $110  million,  and  a  contingency 
authorization  of  $60  million. 

For  telephone  loans,  a  total  available 
authorization  of  $141  million  is  pi'ovided. 
This  is  compx-ised  of  a  carryover  of  $1 
million,  i-egular  authorization  of  $80  mil¬ 
lion,  and  a  $60  million  contingency  au- 
thorization. 

The  committee  recommends  regular 
authoi'ization  of  $227  million  for  lending 
programs  administered  by  the  Farmers 
Home  Administration.  This  compares 
with  $226  million  used  this  fiscal  year. 
This  is  $50  million  over  the  budget  esti¬ 
mate.  In  addition,  a  contingency  au¬ 
thorization  of  $40  million  is  provided. 

Mr.  President,  on  tomorrow  I  can  dis¬ 
cuss  these  and  any  of  the  other  items  in 
the  bill,  and  I  shall  undertake  to  answer 
any  questions  which  may  be  propounded. 

Mr.  CARLSON.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  I  am  delighted  to 
yield  to  the  distinguished  Senator  from 
Kansas. 

Mr.  CARLSON.  I  should  like  to  ask 
the  distinguished  Senator,  the  chairman 
of  the  subcommittee,  a  question  in  re¬ 
gard  to  an  appropriation  we  have  had 
in  Kansas  for  many  years  with  respect 
to  research  funds  for  a  study  of  elec¬ 
tricity  in  our  State,  through  the  Kansas 
State  College.  We  have,  I  think,  the 
finest  relations  between  the  private 
power  companies  in  Kansas  and  the 
Rural  Electrification  Administration, 
working  together.  Excellent  progress 
has  been  made.  These  groups  have  co¬ 
operated  by  contributing  funds,  to  be 
used  with  Federal  funds,  for  the  study 
of  uses  of  electricity. 

I  have  a  telegram  from  the  dean  of 
agriculture  and  the  head  of  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Agricultural  Engineering  of  the 
Kansas  State  College,  which  I  should  like 
to  have  printed  as  a  part  of  the  Record, 
and  I  should  like  to  ask  the  Senator  if 
he  has  any  comment  in  this  regard. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  Mr.  President,  as  the 
Senator  has  correctly  stated,  research  as 
to  the  uses  of  electricity  on  the  farm  has 
been  carried  on  in  various  forms  for 
some  years.  This  year,  for  some  rea¬ 
son,  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  recom¬ 
mended  that  that  project  be  discon¬ 
tinued,  but  due  to  a  revision  of  terms  in 
the  appropriation  bill,  for  which  the  sub¬ 
committee  can  claim  no  direct  credit — 
we  merely  approved  what  came  from  the 
other  body — the  same  amount  of  money 
has  been  made  available  for  the  work  at 
Manhattan  as  was  expended  during  the 
present  fiscal  year. 

Mr.  CARLSON.  Mr.  President,  we  in 
Kansas  appreciate  that  very  much.  We 
know  the  money  is  not  wasted.  It  serves 
a  very  useful  pui-pose.  I  am  delighted 
to  learn  that  the  work  will  be  continued. 

I  ask  unanimous  consent,  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  that  the  telegram  to  which  I  have 
i*eferred  be  printed  in  the  Record  at 
this  point. 
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There  being  no  objection,  the  telegram 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows: 

Manhattan,  Kans. 

Hon.  Prank  Carlson, 

U.S.  Senate  Building, 

W  ashington,  D.C. 

The  Kansas  Agricultural  Experimental  Sta¬ 
tion  assisted  by  funds  from  Kansas  Electric 
Power  Suppliers  and  cooperating  with  the 
Farm  Electrification  Branch,  ARS,  USDA,  has 
developed  a  program  of  constructive  research 
directed  at  the  betterment  of  farm  living 
and  the  improvement  of  farm  production 
efficiency. 

Current  research  efforts  are  concerned  pri¬ 
marily  with  utilization  of  electric  equipment 
and  controls  to  provide  comfort  condi¬ 
tions  for  the  farm  home,  to  modify  and  con¬ 
trol  environment  for  livestock  and  poultry, 
to  dry  crops  and  to  utilize  solar  energy  as 
a  source  of  supplemental  heat  in  agriculture. 

We  understand  that  USDA  research  funds 
may  be  diverted  from  this  program.  Loss 
of  these  funds  would  seriously  disrupt  the 
continuity  and  orderly  progress  of  research 
that  has  received  wholehearted  support 
from  experiment  station  and  industry  per¬ 
sonnel  the  past  12  years. 

A.  W.  Weber, 

Dean  of  Agriculture. 

G.  H.  Larson, 

Head  of  Department  of  Agricultural 
Engineering. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  Mr.  President,  the 
rural  electric  cooperatives  have  request¬ 
ed  substantial  increases  in  the  item  for 
research. 

Mr.  CARLSON.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield  further  in  regard  to 
the  research  program? 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  I  am  not  inviting  any 
amendments,  but  I  wish  to  support  the 
Senator’s  statement  as  to  the  import¬ 
ance  of  the  work. 

Mr.  CARLSON.  I  assure  the  Sena¬ 
tor  that  I  shall  not  offer  any  amend¬ 
ments.  I  desired  to  make  a  short  com¬ 
ment  as  to  research. 

I  am  delighted  to  note  from  the  re¬ 
port  that  the  committee  has  increased 
the  appropriations  for  research.  I 
notice  the  committee  added  several 
additional  research  items.  I  am  not  go¬ 
ing  to  discuss  those,  but  they  are  to  be 
found  beginning  on  page  2  of  the  report. 
The  committee  is  recommending  differ¬ 
ent  establishments  in  different  areas  and 
in  different  fields. 

Mr.  President,  those  of  us  interested 
in  wheat  realize  it  is  a  major  farm  prob¬ 
lem  and  one  of  the  problems  in  dealing 
with  this  subject  is  the  surplus. 

Congress  has  approved  legislation 
which  restricts  production  through  acre¬ 
age  controls  and  votes  substantial  sums 
of  money  for  the  export  of  the  com¬ 
modity. 

It  is  my  opinion  that  one  place  that  we 
are  lacking  is  in  research.  This  appro¬ 
priation  bill  recommends  $70,247,600  for 
research.  This  research  is  for  all  farm 
research  programs  and  is  used  directly 
and  cooperatively  with  State  institu¬ 
tions. 

It  is  not  my  intention  to  offer  an 
amendment  to  the  pending  bill  for  estab¬ 
lishment  of  a  modem  grain  research 
laboratory  on  or  near  the  campus  of 
the  State  university  at  Manhattan. 

I  mention  it  at  this  time  because  in 
the  next  session  of  Congress,  I  expect  to 
introduce  legislation  and  urge  its  ap¬ 


proval,  which  would  give  our  Nation  a 
sound,  adequately  staffed,  well-rounded 
research  organization  which  would  be 
housed  in  facilities  that  would  be  in 
keeping  with  the  needs  for  research  on 
wheat. 

Our  present  program  of  research  is 
handicapped  and  limited  in  scope  and 
is  progressing  more  slowly  than  is  neces¬ 
sary  or  desirable  because  of  the  absence 
of  the  following  types  of  modern  re¬ 
search  equipment  and  facilities : 

First.  A  battery  of  small  controlled 
temperature-humidity  rooms  for  use  on 
grain  storage  and  grain  insect  and 
micro-organism  activity  as  related  to 
conditions  of  temperature  and  humidity. 
Facilities  for  exploring  sealed  grain 
storage  would  be  needed  to  determine 
the  effect  of  air  composition  on  grain 
quality  and  insect  activity. 

Second.  Modern  equipment  and  in¬ 
struments  for  grain  quality  evaluation 
research  including  the  latest  scientific 
instruments  and  small  milling  and  bak¬ 
ing  equipment  for  rounding  out  work  on 
wheat  quality  particularly  in  relation  to 
grade  standards  and  to  milling  and  bak¬ 
ing  performance. 

Third.  Facilities  for  employing  radio¬ 
active  tracers  for  determining  airflow 
patterns,  the  movement  of  fumigants, 
and  insect  activity  through  stored 
grains. 

Fourth.  Facilities  for  exploring  irradi¬ 
ation  treatment  for  control  of  insects  in 
stored  grains. 

Fifth.  Pilot  plant  space  in  which  tem¬ 
porary  experimental  equipment  can  be 
erected  for  the  purpose  of  testing  out 
new  research  developments  in  the  area 
of  grain  quality  maintenance. 

Sixth.  A  small  engineering  and  in¬ 
strumentation  shop. 

Seventh.  Modern  offices  and  chemical, 
entomological  and  engineering  labora¬ 
tories. 

To  accomplish  the  above-mentioned 
research  objectives,  a  team  approach  of 
engineers,  chemists,  entomologists  -and 
other  scientists  is  required.  The  work  of 
the  research  team  housed  in  the  pro¬ 
posed  facilities  should  be  directed  toward 
solution  of  problems  in  three  broad 
areas.  They  are: 

First.  Quality  identification  and  meas¬ 
urement;  in  other  words,  developing 
a  better  basic  understanding  of  the  in¬ 
herently  useful  quality  characteristics 
of  wheat  and  other  grains.  With  this 
information  develop  more  meaningful 
grain  standards  and  more  objective  in¬ 
struments  and  methods  of  measuring 
wheat  quality  in  the  market. 

Second.  Prevention  of  damage  to 
wheat  quality  during  drying,  condition¬ 
ing,  handling,  storage,  and  transporta¬ 
tion  would  come  in  for  major  research 
attention.  New  methods  and  equipment 
for  use  in  the  above  operations  would 
be  explored.  Basic  studies  of  optimum 
storage  environment,  moisture  equilib¬ 
rium,  micro-organism  activity  during 
storage  and  transportation  and  basic 
changes  in  wheat  composition  during 
storage  and  their  effect  on  milling  and 
baking  quality  would  be  analyzed. 

Third.  Research  having  to  do  with 
the  control  of  insect  damage  to  grain  in 
storage,  milling,  and  transportation 
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channels  should  be  strengthened.  A 
small  unit  with  responsibility  for  stored 
grain  insect  research  Is  now  located  in 
Manhattan,  Kans.,  in  a  wholly  inade¬ 
quate,  rented  private  dwelling  and  tem¬ 
porary  structures  in  the  backyard.  Be¬ 
cause  of  the  recent  problems  in  the  field 
of  pesticide  residues,  added  attention 
should  be  given  to  new  chemical  treat¬ 
ments  and  methods  of  applying  chemi¬ 
cals  that  would  control  insect  infesta¬ 
tion  and  reduce  or  eliminate  residues  in 
grain  and  grain  products. 

The  Great  Plains  Wheat  Market  De¬ 
velopment  Association,  which  is  an  or¬ 
ganization  representing  wheatgrowers  in 
the  Midwest,  is  supporting  this  program 
and  in  the  next  session  of  Congress,  we 
hope  to  come  up  with  some  definite 
figures  and  will  recommend  an  appro¬ 
priation  for  the  construction  of  this 
wheat  research  laboratory. 

I  informed  the  distinguished  chairman 
of  the  subcommittee  that  I  shall  not 
offer  any  amendments  at  this  time,  but 
I  serve  notice  that  in  the  next  session  of 
Congress  I  am  going  to  see  if  we  can 
provide  funds  for  the  establishment  of 
a  research  laboratory  which  will  go  into 
this  subject  thoroughly. 

I  merely  bring  up  this  subject  at  this 
time  because  I  feel  keenly  the  impor¬ 
tance  of  research  in  the  field  of  wheat, 
not  only  with  respect  to  the  type  of 
wheat  we  export  but  also  with  respect 
to  the  uses  of  wheat.  I  am  pleased  to 
see  that  the  committee  recognizes  the 
value  of  research  generally. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  I  thank  the  Senator. 

If  the  Senator  will  look  into  the  sub¬ 
ject,  I  think  he  will  find  that  the  appro¬ 
priations  for  research,  particularly  as  to 
the  diseases  which  affect  wheat,  have 
certainly  not  been  neglected  by  the  com¬ 
mittee  over  the  past  several  years.  Those 
appropriations  have  been  increased  by 
several  hundred  percent. 

The  distinguished  Senator  from  North 
Dakota  [Mr.  Young],  who  is  the  ranking 
minority  member  of  the  subcommittee, 
has  urged  increases  over  and  above  the 
budget  request,  to  deal  with  such  prob¬ 
lems  as  rust  and  other  diseases  or  plagues 
which  afflict  wheat. 

I  certainly  agree  with  the  distinguished 
Senator  as  to  the  importance  of  research. 
Some  of  our  friends  from  the  cities  say 
it  is  a  rather  anomalous  situation  to  be 
appropriating  money  for  research  at  a 
time  when  the  granaries  are  full,  when 
we  are  plagued  with  surpluses,  and  when 
we  are  reducing  farm  acreage,  but  if  it 
had  not  been  for  the  research  which 
brought  down  the  per  unit  cost  of  pro¬ 
duction  for  the  American  farmers,  they 
would  be  practically  out  of  business.  If 
the  cost  to  produce  were  as  much  per 
unit  today  as  it  was  many  years  ago, 
before  some  of  these  new  and  startling 
developments  in  the  field  of  research 
came  about,  very  few  farmers  would  still 
be  in  business  in  this  country. 

Research  has  served  a  very  useful  pur¬ 
pose  in  reducing  the  losses  the  farmer 
has  incurred  by  lowering  his  per  unit 
cost  of  production. 

I  believe  in  research.  We  have  in¬ 
creased  the  appropriation  every  year 
not  only  above  the  figure  which  came  to 
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us  from  the  other  body,  but  also  above 
the  budget  estimates.  We  increased  the 
appropriation  over  $3  million  above  the 
budget  estimates  in  this  field.  We  in¬ 
tend  to  move  forward,  and  we  would  be 
delighted  to  receive  the  suggestions  of 
the  distinguished  Senator  from  Kansas 
and  will  give  very  careful  consideration 
to  any  suggestions  from  him  as  to  fur¬ 
ther  progress  we  may  make  in  this  field. 
It  is  one  of  the  few  areas  in  which  we 
have  been  able  to  do  anything  for  the 
American  fanner. 

Mr.  CARLSON.  Mr.  President,  I  rise 
to  pay  my  respects  to  the  distinguished 
chairman  of  the  committee,  the  senior 
Senator  from  Georgia  [Mr.  Russell], 
and  the  committee  for  what  I  believe  is 
a  foresighted  and  a  proper  program  for 
not  only  dealing  in  research  of  questions 
relating  to  wheat  but  also  all  agricul¬ 
tural  commodities,  because,  as  the  dis¬ 
tinguished  chairman  of  the  committee 
well  knows,  all  of  them  are  under  pres¬ 
sure,  and  we  need  not  only  to  provide  the 
proper  type  of  market  for  products  but 
to  find  new  uses  for  the  products. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  I  did  not  wish  to  go 
into  the  field  of  utilization  research. 
We  endeavored  to  increase  the  appro¬ 
priation  in  that  area,  but  despite  the 
advances  in  the  past  several  years  we 
still  have  a  long  way  to  go  in  the  study 
of  soils,  the  conservation  of  water,  and 
other  related  studies  which  not  only  as¬ 
sist  in  the  production  of  crops,  but 
which  will  also  help  in  the  preservation 
of  the  fertility  of  our  soils  for  genera¬ 
tions  unborn. 

Mr.  SCHOEPPEL.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  I  yield. 

Mr.  SCHOEPPEL.  I  am  very  glad  to 
join  with  my  colleague  in  his  commen¬ 
dation  of  what  the  committee  has  done 
with  reference  not  only  to  research  but 
also,  the  matter  about  which  Dean 
Weber  of  Kansas  State  University  con¬ 
sulted  us,  which  was  a  research  fund 
with  reference  to  a  study  that  was  made. 
Did  I  correctly  understand  the  distin¬ 
guished  senior  Senator  from  Georgia 
[Mr.  Russell]  to  say  that  that  research 
program  wiil  be  continued  and  that 
funds  will  be  made  available  for  it? 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  Yes.  The  Senator’s 
colleague  asked  about  the  item  which 
has  to  do  with  rural  electrification  re¬ 
search,  which  the  budget  recommended 
be  discontinued. 

Mr.  SCHOEPPEL.  The  Senator  is 
correct.' 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  Through  the  reappli¬ 
cation  of  funds,  as  the  bill  now  stands 
and  comes  before  the  Senate,  it  provides 
for  that  work  to  be  done  for  another 
year  at  Manhattan,  Kans. 

Mr.  SCHOEPPEL.  I  thank  the  dis¬ 
tinguished  Senator  and  the  members  of 
the  committee  for  that  consideration 
because,  as  I  understood  from  the  re¬ 
ports  that  we  had,  that  was  in  its  com¬ 
pletion  stage,  and  provision  should  be 
made  for  completing  it. 

Mr.  YOUNG  of  North  Dakota.  -  Mr. 
President,  will  the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  I  am  glad  to  yield  to 
the  fighting  friend  of  agriculture,  the 
distinguished  Senator  from  North  Da¬ 
kota. 


Mr-.  YOUNG.  I  thank  my  friend  from 
Georgia  for  those  kind  comments.  The 
bill  as  approved  by  the  Senate  Appro¬ 
priations  Committee  I  believe  represents 
a  reasonable  approach  to  the  many  in¬ 
volved  agricultural  problems.  I  wish  to 
commend  the  Senator  from  Georgia  for 
his  usual  good  job  in  the  handling  of  the 
bill.  Not  all  farm  organizations  and 
other  groups  got  all  they  wanted,  but  I 
think  the  adjustments  made  in  the  bill 
were  necessary  ones  and  the  ones  which 
will  please  the  great  majority  of  the 
Members  of  Congress  as  well  as  people 
generally. 

As  the  Senator  pointed  out,  there 
were  only  two  sizable  increases  in  the 
appropriation  bill,  and  those  were  nec¬ 
essary  ones  which  had  to  be  made  be¬ 
cause  a  point  of  order  was  raised  on  the 
House  floor  on  the  ground  that  contracts 
had  been  entered  into  regarding  the  con¬ 
servation  reserve  program.  The  re¬ 
mainder  of  the  increases  made  by  the 
Senate  committee  were  very  worthy 
ones  involving,  for  example,  increases  in 
loan  authorizations  for  REA  and  RTA, 
some  research  items,  and  some  other 
adjustments.  On  the  whole,  as  I  said 
previously,  I  think  it  is  now  a  very  good 
bill  and  one  which  should  provoke  very 
little  debate  on  the  Senate  floor. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  I  thank  the  Senator. 
I  think  the  bill  is  as  well  balanced  as  we 
can  make  it  in  these  times. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mi-.  RUSSELL.  I  yield. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  I  wish  merely  to  take 
time  enough  to  commend  both  the  chair¬ 
man  of  the  Agricultural  Appropriations 
Subcommittee  and  the  ranking  member 
of  the  committee  and  the  Senator  from 
North  Dakota  [Mr.  Young]  on  the  excel¬ 
lent  job  they  did  in  respect  to  the  Agri¬ 
cultural  Appropriation  bill,  not  only  this 
year  but  for  several  years  last  passed, 
and  ever  since  I  have  had  the  privilege 
of  being  a  member  of  the  subcommittee. 
I  believe  the  fact  that  American  agri¬ 
culture  is  now  the  best  in  the  whole 
world  is  due  largely  to  the  foresight  and 
the  attention  which  these  2  men  on  the 
subcommittee,  composed  of  able  Sen¬ 
ators,  in  particular  have  given  to  our 
requirements. 

I  become  a  little  tired  when  I  hear 
people  complain  because  we  have  enough 
to  eat  and  wear  in  this  country  and  a 
little  besides.  We  can  imagine  what  the 
situation  would  be  today  if  we  did  not 
have  a  good  supply  of  wheat,  feed  grains, 
and  other  farm  commodities  on  hand. 
What  happened  at  the  summit  confer¬ 
ence  would  have  been  almost  a  minor 
matter  compared  with  what  would  hap¬ 
pen  if  we  became  a  deficit  agricultural 
country.  We  could  not  stand  up.  The 
attention  given  to  the  preservation  of 
our  soil  and  water  resources  by  the  com¬ 
mittee  headed  by  the  Senator  from 
Georgia  [Mr.  Russell]  has  been  out¬ 
standing.  If  we  do  not  take  care  of  our 
soil  and  water  resources  in  this  coun¬ 
try,  it  will  not  make  a  bit  of  difference 
how  many  missiles  we  have,  or  how  far 
they  will  shoot,  because  we  shall  be  the 
underdog  in  any  international  contro¬ 
versy  which  may  arise. 

I  am  glad  to  take  this  opportunity  to 
thank  these  leaders  of  American  agri¬ 
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culture  who  have  done  such  outstanding 
work. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  I  wish  to  express  to 
the  distinguished  Senator  from  Vermont, 
for  myself,  and  for  the  distinguished 
Senator  from  North  Dakota  [Mr. 
Young]  our  deep  appreciation  for  his 
complimentary  references.  It  was  a  very 
happy  and  fortuitous  day  for  the  Appro¬ 
priations  Subcommittee  when  the  dis¬ 
tinguished  Senator  from  Vermont  came 
to  be  an  ex  officio  member  and  brought 
to  the  committee  the  results  of  his  years 
of  experience  on  the  standing  Commit¬ 
tee  on  Agriculture  and  Forestry,  as  well 
as  his  sympathetic  interest  in  the  prob¬ 
lems  of  American  agriculture,  the  future 
of  our  soils,  and  in  the  preservation  of 
our  resources. 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  the  livestock  producers  in  Texas 
suffer  tremendous  losses  each  year  from 
screw-worm  infestation,  and  there  is  a 
tremendous  need  for  an  eradication  pro¬ 
gram  in  the  Southwest  similar  to  that 
which  has  so  effectively  brought  the 
screw-worn  under  control  in  the  South¬ 
eastern  part  of  the  country.  The  dis¬ 
tinguished  chairman  of  the  subcommit¬ 
tee  will  remember  that  I  brought  this 
situation  to  his  attention  last  year,  and 
I  was  pleased  to  see  that  on  page  3  of 
the  committee  report  the  committee  took 
cognizance  of  the  menace  facing  the 
livestock  producers  in  the  Southwest  and 
requested  the  Department  to  investigate 
the  feasibility  of  developing  an  eradica¬ 
tion  program  and  to  report  to  the  com¬ 
mittee  on  the  feasibility  and  require¬ 
ments  for  such  a  program. 

I  have  explained  to  my  constituents 
that  the  committee  would  expect  the  De¬ 
partment  to  act  on  this  request  in  the 
near  future,  and  in  any  event  in  time  for 
the  report  to  be  considered  by  the  com¬ 
mittee  during  the  next  session  of  the 
Congress,  when  it  considers  the  appro¬ 
priation  for  the  Department  of  Agricul¬ 
ture  appropriation  for  the  fiscal  year 
1962. 

I  inquire  of  the  distinguished  Senator 
from  Georgia  if  that  is  his  understand¬ 
ing  of  what  the  committee  had  in  mind 
when  it  included  this  language  in  the 
committee  report  on  page  3  ? 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  Yes.  The  distin¬ 
guished  Senator  from  Texas  urged  the 
committee  last  year  and  again  this  year 
to  consider  the  interest  of  the  livestock 
producers  of  Texas  and  the  Southwest  in 
the  eradication  program.  We  know  as  a 
matter  of  common  knowledge  that  the 
screw-worm  has  caused  heavy  losses  to 
those  livestock  producers. 

A  number  of  producers  wrote  to  mem¬ 
bers  of  the  committee.  Judge  Mon¬ 
tague,  who  headed  the  Livestock  Pro¬ 
ducers  Association  for  many  years,  dis¬ 
cussed  the  matter  with  me.  I  have  can¬ 
vassed  the  subject  informally  with  the 
Department  and  they  have  advised  me 
there  are  a  number  of  problems  which 
would  require  intensive  reseai'ch  and 
planning  before  they  would  undertake 
to  start  an  eradication  program  such  as 
was  applied  in  the  Southeast. 

The  committee  has  directed  the  De¬ 
partment  to  investigate  this  matter  fully 
and  we  certainly  expect  to  have  a  report 
on  this  subject  not  later  than  the  time 
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the  Department  of  Agriculture  budget 
Is  submitted  for  fiscal  year  1962. 

Mi'.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  I  thank  the 
Senator  for  his  complete  response  to  my 
inquiry.  I  am  very  grateful  for  the  in¬ 
terest  he  always  shows  to  the  solution  of 
problems  in  our  section  of  the  country. 


FOREIGN.  POLICY 

Mi-.  KENNEDY.  IJr.  President,  I 
note  that  the  Senator  from  Pennsylvania 
[Mr.  Scott]  and  the  Senator  from  Illi¬ 
nois  are  in  the  Chamber^  This  after¬ 
noon  the  Senator  from  Pennsylvania 
made  some  statements  on  tf\c  floor  of 
the  Senate  with  regard  to  sohje  state¬ 
ments  of  mine,  as  follows: 

I  might  also  add,  in  connection  wtoi  the 
statement  of  the  distinguished  SenatorVrom 
Massachusetts,  Mr.  Kennedy,  as  reported,  in 
the  Portland  Oregonian,  that  the  Senator 
himself  said: 

“Khrushchev  laid  down  two  conditions  to'' 
President  Eisenhower  for  going  on  with  the 
summit  meeting.  One  was  to  apologize.  I 
think  that  might  have  been  possible  to  do.” 

Then  the  quotation  goes  on  to  other 
matters. 

The  report  in  that  Oregonian  is  that: 
“Later  Kennedy  modified  the  word  ‘apolo¬ 
gize,’  and  said  the  President  might  ‘express 
regret.’ " 

“It  is  my  hope — 

The  Senator  from  Pennsylvania  went 
on  to  say — • 

that  neither  the  distinguished  Senator  from 
Massachusetts  nor  that  other  candidate  for 
the  Presidency,  Governor  Stevenson,  will — 
either  one  of  them — brand  himself  as  a 
“turnquote.”  It  is  my  hope  that  they  will 
relieve  themselves  of  the  curse  of  suspicion 
of  appeasement,  and  it  is  my  hope  that  the 
unity,  which  started  out  so  well  in  support 
of  the  President  and  in  support  of  the  ad¬ 
ministration,  may  somehow  be  found  again.” 

Now  let  me  quote  from  an  Associated 
Press  dispatch  headed  “Summit,”  which 
I  have  just  taken  from  the  news  ticker,  as 
follows: 

Scott  replied  heatedly  that  he  had  not 
called  them  appeasers.  But  he  said  quota¬ 
tions  attributed  to  them  indicated  to  him 
they  wanted  to  follow  a  soft  line  in  dealing 
with  the  Russians.  He  said  they  should  be 
called  before  an  investigating  committee  to 
testify  on  their  views. 

Mr.  President,  is  the  Senator  fror 
Pennsylvania  suggesting  that  I  be  call, 
before  an  investigating  committee? 

Mr.  SCOTT.  Mr.  President,  wij/  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  KENNEDY.  I  yield. 

Mr.  SCOTT.  If  the  Senator/will  con¬ 
tinue  to  read  my  notes  and  /fther  notes 
which  other  Senators  made/he  will  note 
that  I  did  not  suggest  that  he  be  called 
before  an  investigating/ committee.  I 
suggested  that  Mr.  Boufay,  the  author  of 
the  French  newspaper  article,  be  called 
to  testify  if  the  conftnittee  saw  fit,  with 
respect  to  the  interview  which  he  al¬ 
legedly  had  with  Governor  Stevenson, 
and  that  Governor  Stevenson  be  invited 
to  appear  tOygive  his  version  of  the  in¬ 
terview. 

At  another  point  I  said  that  I  see  no 
objections  to  an  investigation  of  all  the 
facts  involving  American  foreign  policy 
if  the/ Committee  on  Foreign  Relations 
wished  to  make  such  an  investigation, 
an/  that  it  might  call  all  the  witnesses 


it  wanted  to  call,  including  Mr.  Eoulay 
and  Mr.  Stevenson. 

I  have  reread  my  own  notes,  and  I  do 
not  recall  at  any  point  ever  suggesting 
that  the  distinguished  Senator  from 
Massachusetts,  for  whom  I  have  a  very 
.high  regard,  as  he  knows,  be  asked  to 
:  appear  before  any  investigating  commit¬ 
tee.  To  that  extent  the  Associated  Press 
statement,  as  read  by  the  Senator  from 
Massachusetts,  does  not  seem  to  follow 
the  Record  in  the  Senate. 

Mr.  KENNEDY.  Mr.  President,  I  will 
ask  the  Senator  if  he  believes  that  I  am 
under  suspicion  of  appeasement? 

Mr.  SCOTT.  On  the  contrary;  I  sug¬ 
gested  that  the  Senator  from  Massachu¬ 
setts  may  relieve  himself — and  I  made 
the  suggestion  in  good  will — of  the  sus¬ 
picion  of  appeasement. 

I  made  reference  to  a  newspaper  ar¬ 
ticle  printed  in  the  Portland  Oregonian, 
written  by  Mr.  Marvin  Shoemaker,  which 
[uotes  the  Senator  as  saying: 

llirusbchev  laid  down  two  conditions  to 
President  Eisenhower  for  going  on  with  the 
summit  meeting.  One  was  to  apologize. 

Then  the  report  in  the  Oregoniar 
stated 

Later  Kennedy  modified  the  word  "analo¬ 
gize,”  and  syd  the  President  might  “e/press 
regret.” 

I  may  say\hat  if  the  Sena/r  from 
Massachusetts \f eels  that  /President 
Eisenhower  should  apologize  to  Khru¬ 
shchev,  as  first  reported  in  the  paper, 
that  he  now  has  anSopportunity — and  I 
am  very  hopeful  indeHfbxhat  he  will  use 
it — to  relieve  himself  m\any  suspicion  of 
appeasement,  because  iamy  opinion  it 
would  be  appeasement  to  nave  the  Presi¬ 
dent  apologize.  IT,  howevet  the  Sena¬ 
tor’s  later  explanation,  witn\respect  to 
expressing  regrets,  which  heNmade  in 
Oregon,  is  oorrect,  and  he  mis¬ 
quoted — thpn,  in  my  mind,  it  dogs  not 
qualify  hun  in  accordance  with  mySpre- 
vious  remarks. 

Mr.  /KENNEDY.  Has  the  Senatfc 
fronyPennsylvania  any  other  source,  be-N 
side/  the  newspaper  in  Oregon,  of  the 
statement  which  he  later  said  was  a  mis- 
lotation? 

Mr.  SCOTT.  My  only  source  is  the 
newspaper  publication  itself,  and  that 
the  byline  is  by  Mr.  Marvin  Shoemaker, 
the  political  writer  of  the  Portland  Ore¬ 
gonian.  If  the  Senator  is  prepared  to 
say  that  he  made  none  of  these  state¬ 
ments,  and  that  the  newspaper  writer  is 
incorrect  or  made  an  error  in  having  at¬ 
tributed  it  to  the  Senator,  I  will  be  very 
glad  indeed  to  take  note  of  what  the 
Senator  says. 

Mr.  KENNEDY.  And  from  what  pa¬ 
per  did  the  Senator  get  the  statement 
that  I  had  been  misquoted? 

Mr.  SCOTT.  I  believe  the  context 
states  that  the  Senator  from  Massachu¬ 
setts  made  the  statement: 

“Khrushchev  laid  down  two  conditions  to 
President  Eisenhower  for  going  on  with  the 
summit  meeting.  One  was  to  apologize.” 

Later  Kennedy  modified  the  word  “apolo¬ 
gize,”  and  said  the  President  might  “express 
regret," 

The  newspaper  article  indicates  that 
the  Senator  himself  modified  the  earlier 
remark.  To  be  entirely  fair,  I  repeat 


that,  if  he  did  not  make  the  first  remar) 
or  if  he  did  not  make  the  second  rems 
I  am  very  happy  that  those  remarks  y/ere 
not  made. 

Mr.  KENNEDY.  Does  not  the/Sena- 
tor  think  it  would  have  been  inore  in 
keeping  with  Senate  rule  XIlOu  he  had 
informed  me  that  he  was  gojng  to  make 
an  attack  on  me? 

Mr.  SCOTT.  I  may  sa/ to  the  Sena- 
tar  that  it  is  not  always  Possible  to  know 
when  the  Senator  from  Massachusetts 
is  available,  and  that Jiecause  of  the  Sen¬ 
ator’s  other  obligations,  this  is  probably 
more  true  of  him/ than  of  many  other 
Members  of  the  Senate,  and  we  fully  un¬ 
derstand  it  an/  are  in  accord  with  the 
reasons  for  the  Senator’s  absences.  Fur¬ 
ther,  my  reparks  were  made  subsequent 
to  the  remarks  made  by  the  distin¬ 
guished  ininority  leader.  At  the  time  I 
rose  I  l/ad  not  fully  made  up  my  mind 
as  tcywhat  references  I  might  make  to 
the  jnaterial  which  had  already  been  in- 
sej/ed  in  the  Record  by  the  the  minori- 
leader,  including  the  news  item  to 
hich  I  have  referred.  It  occurred  at 
the  convening  of  the  Senate  today.  Cer¬ 
tainly  I  did  not  intend  any  discourtesy 
to  the  Senator  from  Massachusetts. 
However,  it  is  virtually  impossible  to 
know  when  the  name  of  the  Senator 
from  Massachusetts  will  be  mentioned  in 
the  Senate.  That  is  not  the  fault  of  the 
Senator  from  Pennsylvania. 

Mr.  KENNEDY.  I  consider  it  to  be 
completely  the  fault  of  the  Senator 
from  Pennsylvania.  This  is  not  just  an¬ 
other  mention  of  my  name.  It  is  a 
unique  situation.  I  do  not  recall  that 
any  other  Senator  has  ever  made  the 
suggestion  that  I  come  before  the  Senate 
or  before  an  investigating  committee  to 
purge  myself  of  the  suspicion  of  ap¬ 
peasement.  Certainly  the  courtesy  of 
advance  notice  should  have  been  ex¬ 
tended  to  the  Senator  from  Massachu¬ 
setts  by  the  Senator  from  Pennsylvania, 
especially  when  his  remarks  were  com¬ 
ing  close  to  being  a  violation  of  rule 
XIX,  part  2,  which  states: 

No  Senator  In  debate  shall,  directly  or 
indirectly,  by  any  form  of  words  impute  to 
another  Senator  or  to  other  Senators  any 
conduct  or  motive  unworthy  or  unbecoming 
a  Senator. 

The  \ctual  record  of  the  Official  Re¬ 
porter  us^s  the  word  “turncoat.”  I  am 
aware  of  o^e  fact  that  the  Senator  from 
Pennsylvania  may  well  have  coined  an 
original  phrase  on  later  consideration,  or 
he  may  have  made  it  at  that  time.  But 
his  accentuatioiV  was  not  distinct,  and 
the  Official  Reporter  took  down  the  word 
“turncoat.” 

Mr.  SCOTT.  Mr.’Vresident,  will  the 
Senator  yield  for  a  correction,  because 
the  Senator  is  proceeding  on  a  line 
which  is  not  in  accordance  with  what 
actually  happened?  Will\he  Senator 
yield? 

Mr.  KENNEDY.  I  yield. 

Mr.  SCOTT.  I  call  the  Senior’s  at¬ 
tention  to  the  fact  that  I  had  Vitten 
down  on  a  newspaper  at  the  time,  oW  one 
of  the  desks  here,  the  word  “turn- 
quote”  before  I  spoke  it.  It  was  clea^ 
understood  in  the  gallery  and  was  s<L 
recorded  on  the  first  teletype  report  of 
my  original  remarks;  that  when  some- 
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HIGHLIGHTS  ^/Senate  passed  agricultural  appropriation  bill.  Senate  susH^ained 
veto  of  d^firessed  areas  bill.  House  debated  public  works  appropriation  bjh 


SENATE 


.  AGRICULTURAL  APPROPRIATION  BILL,  1961.  By  a  vote  of  74  to  1,  passed  with  amend¬ 
ments  this  bill,  H,  F-,  12117.  pp.  10136-7,  10144-57,  10158-67 
Agreed  to  an  amendment  by  Sen,  Kerr  to  increase  the  appropriation  for  Watershed 
Protection  (small  watershed  program  under  Pub] ic  Law  566)  from  $32  million  to 
$37  million.  This  is  an  increase  of  $10  million  above  the  budget  estimate  of 
$27  million,  and  an  increase  of  $5  million  over  the  House  bill  and  the  Senate 
Committee  recommendation,  pp.  10147-49 

Rejected  the  following  amendments: 

By  Sen.  Williams,  Del.,  to  strike  out  the  authorization  for  the  Federal  Farm 
Mortgage  Corporation  to  use  available  funds  to  liquidate  its  assets,  pp. 
10149-50 

By  Sen.  Williams,  Del.,  to  reduce  the  authorization  for  the  1961  ACP  program 
from  $250  million  to  $100  million,  pp.  10155-9 

By  Sen.  Humphrey  to  increase  the  appropriation  item,  "Plant  and  animal  dis¬ 
ease  and  pest  control,1'  from  $52,236,000  to  $55,  236,000.,  Sen.  Humphrey  ex¬ 
plained  that  the  amendment  "would  restore  the  brucellosis  funds  to  the  level  of 
operations  which  we  had  in  1958."  pp.  10159-61 


-  2  - 


By  Sen.  Humphrey  to  increase  the  appropriation  for  conservation  operations 
of  the  Soil  Conservation  Service  from  $83,132,000  to  $83,882,000.  pp.  10161-3 
By  Sen.  Humphrey  to  increase  the  appropriation  for  the  school  lunch  program 
from  $110  million  to  $135  million,  pp.  10163-4 
Senate  conferees  were  appointed.-  p.  10167 

2.  DEPRESSED  AREAS.  By  a  vote  of  45  yeas  to  39  nays  failed  to  override  the 
President’s  veto  of  S.  722,  the  depressed  areas  bill  (a  two-thirds  affirmative 
vote  is  necessary  to  override  a  Presidential  veto),  pp.  10104-34,  10137-8 

3.  MINERALS.  The  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs  Committee  voted  to  report  (but  did 

n°t\3ctually  report)  with  amendment  H.  R.  10455,  to  revise  and  simplify  several 
provisions  of  the  Mineral  Leasing  Act  of  1920,  p.  D455 

4.  LANDS;  ARbMDIOGICAL  DATA.  The  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs  Committed  voted  to 

report  (buk  did  not  actually  report)  with  amendment  S.  1185,  to  prdvide  for  the 
preservafcion\of  historical  and  archeological  data  on  public  and /ther  lands 
which  might  otherwise  be  lost  as  a  result  of  the  construction  px  a  dam. 
p.  D455 

5.  WATER  RESOURCES.  Concurred  in  the  House  amendment  to  S.  l#t)5,  to  grant  the 

consent  of  Congress  tS  Kan.  and  Nebr,  to  negotiate  and  enter  into  a  compact 
relating  to  the  apportionment  of  the  waters  of  the  Bia^Blue  River  and  its 
tributaries  as  they  affed^  these  States.  This  bill  /ill  now  be  sent  to  the 
President,  p,  10157 

6.  CASEIN  IMPORTS.  Senate  confer^s  were  appointed'on  H.  R.  9862,  to  extend  the 

suspension  of  the  import  duty  orKcasein  until/June  30,  1963.  House  conferees 
have  already  been  appointed,  p.  i0158 


7.  FOOD  INSPECTION.  Sen.  Humphrey  insert) 
animal  disease  inspectors  in  the  Dulul 
for  labor  and  delay  of  shipping  operj 


resolution  urging  adequate  plant  and 
vSuperior  area  to  avoid  ’’loss  of  time 


ion's 


p.  10086 


8.  OLEOMARGARINE,  At  the  request  of^Ben.  JohnsorV.  S.  2168,  to  amend  the  Navy 

ration  statute  so  as  to  provide/ror  the  serving  of  oleomargarine,  was  made  the 
unfinished  business,  p,  1016,  x 

9.  LEGISLATIVE  PROGRAM.  Sen.  /ohnson  announced  that  th^ Policy  Committee  would 

meet  soon  to  consider  scjafeduling  debate  on  S.  2759,  the  wheat  bill,  and 
H.  R.  7681,  to  transfei/certain  forest  land  authorities\from  Interior  to  this 
Department.  He  statea  the  Senate  would  not  meet  on  Memorial/, a%ut  would  adjourn 
over  from  Fri. ,  May/Z7  to  Tues.,  May  31.  p.  10100 

HOUSE 

10.  PUBLIC  WORKS  APPROPRIATION  BILL,  1961.  Began  debate  on  this  £lll,  H.  R.  12326, 

but  deferred  ar  final  vote  on  the  bill  until  Wed.,  May  25.  pp.  1(1177-202 

11.  FARM  CREDIT,/'  The  Agriculture  Committee  reported  with  amendment  H.  R\  10310,  to 

amend  the/Farm  Credit  Act  of  1933  so  as  to  provide  for  increased  representation 
by  regional  banks  for  cooperatives  on  the  Board  of  Directors  of  the  Central  Bank 
for  Cooperatives  (H.  Rept.  1650).  pp.  10220-1 

12.  RECLAMATION .  The  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs  Committee  reported  with  amendment 
1892,  to  authorize  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  to  construct,  operate,  ands 

’'maintain  the  Normar;  reclamation  project,  Oklahoma  (H.  Rept.  1644).  p.  10220 
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IN  THE  HOUSE  OE  REPRESENTATIVES 

May  24, 1960 

Ordered  to  be  printed  with  the  amendments  of  the  Senate  numbered 


AN  ACT 

Making  appropriations  for  the  Department  of  Agriculture  and 
Farm  Credit  Administration  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June 
30,  1961,  and  for  other  purposes. 

1  Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representa- 

2  lives  of  the  United  States  of  America  in  Conyress  assembled , 

3  That  the  following  sums  are  appropriated,  out  of  any  money 

4  in  the  Treasury  not  otherwise  appropriated,  for  the  Depart- 

5  ment  of  Agriculture  and  Farm  Credit  Administration  for 

6  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1961;  namely: 
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DEPARTMENT  OE  AGRICULTURE 
TITLE  I— REGULAR  ACTIVITIES 
Agricultural  Research  Service 

SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 

Eor  expenses  necessary  to  perform  agricultural  research 
relating  to  production,  utilization,  and  home  economics,  to 
control  and  eradicate  pests  and  plant  and  animal  diseases, 
and  to  perform  related  inspection,  quarantine  and  regulatory 
work,  and  meat  inspection:  Provided,  That  not  to  exceed 
$75,000  of  the  appropriations  hereunder  shall  be  available 
for  employment  pursuant  to  the  second  sentence  of  section 
706(a)  of  the  Organic  Act  of  1944  (5  U.S.C.  574),  as 
amended  by  section  15  of  the  Act  of  August  2,  1946  (5 
U.S.C.  55a)  :  Provided  further,  That  appropriations  here¬ 
under  shall  be  available  for  the  operation  and  maintenance 
of  aircraft  and  the  purchase  of  not  to  exceed  two,  of  which 
one  shall  be  for  replacement  only:  Provided  further,  That 
appropriations  hereunder  shall  be  available  pursuant  to  title 
5,  United  States  Code,  section  565a,  for  the  construction, 
alteration,  and  repair  of  buildings  and  improvements,  but 
unless  otherwise  provided,  the  cost  of  constructing  any  one 
building  (except  headhouses  connecting  greenhouses)  shall 
not  exceed  $15,000,  except  for  five  buildings  to  be  con¬ 
structed  or  improved  at  a  cost  not  to  exceed  $30,000  each, 
and  the  cost  of  altering  any  one  building  during  the  fiscal 
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year  shall  not  exceed  $5,000  or  5  per  centum  of  the  cost 
of  the  building,  whichever  is  greater: 

Research:  For  research  and  demonstrations  on  the 
production  and  utilization  of  agricultural  products,  home 
economics,  and  related  research  and  services,  including 
administration  of  payments  to  State  agricultural  experiment 
stations,  ( 1  )$h  ( , 9 o-LPG-O  $70,24? ,600 :  Provided,  That  the 
limitations  contained  herein  shall  not  apply  to  replacement 
of  buildings  needed  to  carry  out  the  Act  of  April  24,  1948 
(21  U.S.C.  113a)  (2)7-6?  to  not  to  exceed:  $4-, 000-, -900  -to 
remain  available  until  expended  for  the  ennstruetien  and  al¬ 
teration  of  buildings:  Provided  further,  That  the  Secretary  of 
Agriculture  may  sell  the  Entomology  Research  Laboratory 
at  Orlando,  Florida,  in  such  manner  and  upon  such  terms 
and  conditions  as  he  deems  advantageous  and  the  proceeds  of 
such  sale  shall  remain  available  until  expended  for  the  estab¬ 
lishment  of  an  entomology  research  laboratory:  Provided 
further,  That  in  the  establishment  of  such  laboratory  the 
Secretary  may  acquire  land  therefor  by  donation  or  exchange  ; 

Plant  and  animal  disease  and  pest  control:  For  opera¬ 
tions  and  measures,  not  otherwise  provided  for,  to  control 
and  eradicate  pests  and  plant  and  animal  diseases  and  for 
carrying  out  assigned  inspection,  quarantine,  and  regulatory 
activities,  as  authorized  by  law,  including  expenses  pursuant 
to  the  Act  of  February  28,  1947  (21  U.S.C.  114b-d), 
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(3)$52 ,0 14-,000  $ 52,236,000 ,  of  which  $1,500,000  shall  be 
apportioned  for  use  pursuant  to  section  3679  of  the  Revised 
Statutes,  as  amended,  for  the  control  of  outbreaks  of  insects 
and  plant  diseases  to  the  extent  necessary  to  meet  emergency 
condition;  00  Provided,  That  no  funds  shall  be  used  to 
formulate  or  administer  a  brucellosis  eradication  program  for 
fiscal  gear  1902  that  does  not  require  minimum  matching  by 
any  State  of  at  least  40  per  centum', 

Meat  inspection:  For  carrying  out  the  provisions  of 
laws  relating  to  Federal  inspection  of  meat,  and  meat-food 
products,  and  the  applicable  provisions  of  the  laws  relating 
to  process  or  renovated  butter,  $21,562,000; 

Special  fund:  To  provide  for  additional  labor  to  be  em¬ 
ployed  (5)ondec  contracts  and  cooperative  agreements  to 
strengthen  the  work  at  research  installations  in  the 
field,  not  more  than  $1,000,000  of  the  amount  appropriated 
under  this  head  for  the  fiscal  year  1960  may  be  used  by  the 
Administrator  of  the  Agricultural  Research  Service  in  depart¬ 
mental  research  programs  in  the  fiscal  year  1961,  the  amount 
so  used  to  be  transferred  to  and  merged  with  the  appro¬ 
priation  otherwise  available  under  “Salaries  and  expenses, 
Research”. 
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SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES  (SPECIAL  FOREIGN  CURRENCY 

PROGRAM) 

For  purchase  of  foreign  currencies  which  accrue  under 
title  I  of  the  Agricultural  Trade  Development  and  Assistance 
Act  of  1954,  as  amended  (7  U.S.C.  1704),  for  market  de¬ 
velopment  research  authorized  by  section  104(a),  and  for 
agricultural  and  forestry  research  authorized  by  section 
104  (k)  of  that  Act,  to  remain  available  until  expended, 
$15,131,000:  Provided,  That  the  dollar  value  of  the  unex¬ 
pended  balances,  as  of  June  30,  1960,  of  allocations  of 
foreign  currencies  heretofore  made  available  to  the  Agri¬ 
cultural  Research  Service  for  the  foregoing  purposes  of  sec¬ 
tion  104(a)  is  appropriated  as  of  that  date  and  shall  be 
merged  with  this  appropriation:  Provided  further,  That  funds 
appropriated  herein  shall  be  used  to  purchase  such  foreign 
currencies  as  the  Department  determines  are  needed  and 
can  be  used  most  effectively  to  carry  out  the  purposes  of  this 
paragraph,  and  such  foreign  currencies  shall,  pursuant  to 
the  provisions  of  section  104  (a) ,  be  set  aside  for  sale  to  the 
Department  before  foreign  currencies  which  accrue  under 
said  title  I  are  made  available  for  other  United  States  uses. 
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(6) CONSTRUCTION  OF  FACILITIES 
For  construction  of  facilities  and  acquisition  of  the 
necessary  land  therefor  by  donation  or  exchange,  $3,700,- 
000,  to  remain  available  until  expended:  Provided,  That 
$ 300,000  of  the  amount  appropriated  herein  shall  be 
available  for  payment  of  expenses  for  construction  of  a  head¬ 
quarters-laboratory  building  at  the  National  Arboretum, 
which  is  hereby  authorized  to  be  constructed  under  contract 
authorization  in  an  amount  not  to  exceed  $ 1,500,000 . 

STATE  EXPEEIMENT  STATIONS 
Payments  to  States  and  Puerto  Pvico:  Por  payments 
to  agricultural  experiment  stations  to  carry  into  effect  the 
provisions  of  the  Hatch  Act,  approved  March  2,  1887,  as 
amended  by  the  Act  approved  August  11,  1955  (7  U.S.C. 
361a-36li) ,  including  administration  by  tlm  United  States 
Department  of  Agriculture,  (7)$3470#370OO  $ 32,053,708 ; 
and  payments  authorized  under  section  204(b)  of  the 
Agricultural  Marketing  Act,  the  Act  approved  August  14, 
1946  (7  U.S.C.  1623),  $500,000;  in  all,  (8>f3U5^l4400 
$ 32,353,708 . 

Penalty  mail :  For  penalty  mail  costs  of  agricultural 
experiment  stations  under  section  6  of  the  Hatch  Act  of 
1887,  as  amended,  $250,000, 


1  DISEASES  OF  ANIMALS  AND  POULTBY 

2  Eradication  activities:  Eor  expenses  necessary  in  the 

3  arrest  and  eradication  of  foot-and-mouth  disease,  rinderpest, 

4  contagious  pleuropneumonia,  or  other  contagious  or  infectious 

5  diseases  of  animals,  or  European  fowl  pest  and  similar  dis- 

6  eases  in  poultry,  and  for  foot-and-mouth  disease  and  rinder- 

7  pest  programs  undertaken  pursuant  to  the  provisions  of  the 

8  Act  of  February  28,  1947,  and  the  Act  of  May  29,  1884, 

9  as  amended  (7  U.S.O.  391;  21  U.S.O.  111-122),  including 

10  expenses  in  accordance  with  section  2  of  said  Act  of  Eebru- 

11  ary  28,  1947,  the  Secretary  may  transfer  from  other  ap- 

12  propriations  or  funds  available  to  the  bureaus,  corporations, 

13  or  agencies  of  the  Department  such  sums  as  he  may  deem 
H  necessary,  to  be  available  only  in  an  emergency  which 
ir>  threatens  the  livestock  or  poultry  industry  of  the  country, 
i()  and  any  unexpended  balances  of  funds  transferred  under 
1 '  this  head  in  the  next  preceding  fiscal  year  shall  be  merged 
18  with  such  transferred  amounts:  Provided,  That  this  appropri¬ 
ate  ation  shall  be  subject  to  applicable  provisions  contained  in  the 
“0  item  “Salaries  and  expenses,  Agricultural  Research  Service”. 
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Extension  Service 

COOPERATIVE  EXTENSION  WORK,  PAYMENTS  AND  EXPENSES 

Payments  to  States  and  Puerto  Rico:  For  payments 
for  cooperative  agricultural  extension  work  under  the  Smith- 
Lever  Act,  as  amended  by  the  Act  of  June  26,  1953  (7 
U.S.O.  341-348),  and  the  Act  of  August  11,  1955  (7 
U.S.O.  347a) ,  (9)$54, 220,000  $56,220,000 ;  and  payments 
and  contracts  for  such  work  under  section  204(b) -205  of 
the  Agricultural  Marketing  Act  of  1946  (7  U.S.O.  1623- 
1624) ,  $1,495,000;  in  all,  (10)$5-577-15f000  $57,715,000: 
Provided,  That  funds  hereby  appropriated  pursuant  to  section 
3  (c)  of  the  Act  of  June  26,  1953,  shall  not  be  paid  to  any 
State  or  Puerto  Rico  prior  to  availability  of  an  equal  sum 
from  non-Federal  sources  for  expenditure  during  the  cur¬ 
rent  fiscal  year  (11  Provided  further,  That  ah  of  the  addi¬ 
tional  funds  provided  heroin  shah  he  used  to  meet  expenses  at 
the  county-  level. 

Retirement  costs  for  extension  agents:  For  cost  of  em¬ 
ployer’s  share  of  Federal  retirement  for  cooperative  exten¬ 
sion  employees,  (12)$5T8-7-5,0OO  $5,961,000. 

Penalty  mail:  For  costs  of  penalty  mail  for  cooperative 
extension  agents  and  State  extension  directors,  $2,490,000. 

Federal  Extension  Service:  For  administration  of  the 
Smith-Lever  Act,  as  amended  by  the  Act  of  June  26,  1953 
(7  U.S.O.  341-348),  and  the  Act  of  August  11,  1955  (7 
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1  U.S.O.  347a) ,  and  extension  aspects  of  the  Agricultural 

2  Marketing  Act  of  1946  (7  U.S.C.  1621-1627),  and  to 

3  coordinate  and  provide  program  leadership  for  the  exten- 

4  sion  work  of  the  Department  and  the  several  States 

5  and  insular  possession,  (13)13,255,000  $2,275,000. 

6  Farmer  Cooperative  Service 

7  SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 

8  For  necessary  expenses  to  carry  out  the  Act  of  July  2, 

9  1926  (7  U.S.C.  451-457),  $620,000. 

1°  Soil  Conservation  Service 

11  CONSERVATION  OPERATIONS 

12  For  necessary  expenses  for  carrying  out  the  provisions 

13  of  the  Act  of  April  27,  1935  (16  U.S.C.  590a-590f) ,  in- 

14  eluding  preparation  of  conservation  plans  and  establishment 

15  of  measures  to  conserve  soil  and  water  (including  farm 

16  irrigation  and  land  drainage  and  such  special  measures  as 

17  may  be  necessary  to  prevent  floods  and  the  siltation  of 

18  reservoirs)  ;  operation  of  conservation  nurseries;  classifica- 

19  tion  and  mapping  of  soils ;  dissemination  of  information ; 

20  purchase  and  erection  or  alteration  of  permanent  buildings; 

21  and  operation  and  maintenance  of  aircraft,  $83,132,000: 

22  Provided,  That  the  cost  of  any  permanent  building  pur- 

23  chased,  erected,  or  as  improved,  exclusive  of  the  cost 

24  of  constructing  a  water  supply  or  sanitary  system  and 

H.  E.  12117 - 2 


1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 


10 


connecting  the  same  to  any  such  building  and  with  the  ex¬ 
ception  of  buildings  acquired  in  conjunction  with  land  being 
purchased  for  other  purposes,  shall  not  exceed  $2,500,  ex¬ 
cept  for  eight  buildings  to  he  constructed  or  improved  at  a 
cost  not  to  exceed  $15,000  per  building  and  except  that 
alterations  or  improvements  to  other  existing  permanent 
buildings  costing  $2,500  or  more  may  be  made  in  any  fiscal 
year  in  an  amount  not  to  exceed  $500  per  building:  Pro¬ 
vided  further,  That  no  part  of  this  appropriation  shall  be  ( 
available  for  the  construction  of  any  such  building  on  land 
not  owned  by  the  Government:  Provided  further,  That 
no  part  of  this  appropriation  may  be  expended  for  soil  and 
water  conservation  operations  under  the  Act  of  April  27, 

1935  (16  U.S.C.  590a~590f) ,  in  demonstration  projects: 
Provided  further,  That  not  to  exceed  $5,000  may  he  used 
for  employment  pursuant  to  the  second  sentence  of  section 
706(a)  of  the  Organic  Act  of  1944  (5  U.S.C.  574),  as  ^ 
amended  by  section  15  of  the  Act  of  August  2,  1946  (5 
U.S.C.  55a)  :  Provided  further,  That  qualified  local  engi¬ 
neers  may  be  temporarily  employed  at  per  diem  rates  to 
perform  the  technical  planning  work  of  the  service:  Pro¬ 
vided  further,  That  not  to  exceed  $600,000  of  the  amount 
appropriated  under  this  head  for  fiscal  year  1960  may  be 
used  to  employ  conservation  aides  and  other  nonprofessional 
personnel  on  a  part-time  or  contract  basis,  and  the  amount 
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so  used  may  be  transferred  to  and  merged  with  this  appro¬ 
priation. 

WATERSHED  PROTECTION 

For  expenses  necessary  to  conduct  surveys,  investiga¬ 
tions,  and  research  and  to  carry  out  preventive  measures, 
including,  but  not  limited  to,  engineering  operations,  meth¬ 
ods  of  cultivation,  the  growing  of  vegetation,  and  changes  in 
use  of  land,  in  accordance  with  the  Watershed  Protection 
and  Flood  Prevention  Act,  approved  August  4,  1954,  as 
amended  (16  U.S.C.  1001-1008),  and  the  provisions  of 
the  Act  of  April  27,  1935  (16  U.S.C.  590a-f) ,  to  remain 
available  until  expended,  (14)$327000,900  $ 37,000 ,  000, 
with  which  shall  be  merged  the  unexpended  balances  of  funds 
heretofore  appropriated  or  transferred  to  the  Department  for 
watershed  protection  purposes :  Provided,  That  not  to  exceed 
$100,000  may  be  used  for  employment  pursuant  to  the  second 
sentence  of  section  706(a)  of  the  Organic  Act  of  1944  (5 
U.S.C.  574) ,  as  amended  by  section  15  of  the  Act  of  August  2, 
1946  (5  U.S.C.  55a). 

FLOOD  PREVENTION 

For  expenses  necessary,  in  accordance  with  the  Flood 
Control  Act,  approved  June  22,  1936  (33  U.S.C.  701- 
709),  as  amended  and  supplemented,  and  the  Watershed 
Protection  and  Flood  Prevention  Act,  approved  August  4, 
1954,  as  amended  (16  U.S.C.  1001-1008,  (15)Stat7  74  Stat. 
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131 ) ,  and  in  accordance  with  the  provisions  of  laws  relating  to 
the  activities  of  the  Department,  to  perform  works  of  improve¬ 
ment,  including  not  to  exceed  $100,000  for  employment 
pursuant  to  the  second  sentence  of  section  706(a)  of  the 
Organic  Act  of  1944  (5  U.S.C.  574) ,  as  amended  by  section 
15  of  the  Act  of  August  2,  1946  (5  U.S.C.  55a) ,  to  remain 
available  until  expended,  $18,000,000,  with  which  shall 
be  merged  the  unexpended  balances  of  funds  heretofore 
appropriated  or  transferred  to  the  Department  for  flood  pre¬ 
vention  purposes :  Provided,  That  no  part  of  such  funds  shall 
be  used  for  the  purchase  of  lands  in  the  Yazoo  and  Little 
Tallahatchie  watersheds  without  specific  approval  of  the 
county  board  of  supervisors  of  the  county  in  which  such  lands 
are  situated. 

GREAT  PLAINS  CONSERVATION  PROGRAM 
Dor  necessary  expenses  to  carry  into  effect  a  program 
of  conservation  in  the  Great  Plains  area,  pursuant  to  section 
16(b)  of  the  Soil  Conservation  and  Domestic  Allotment 
Act,  as  added  by  the  Act  of  August  7,  1956  (16  U.S.C. 
590p),  $10,000,000,  to  remain  available  until  expended. 

Agricultural  Conservation  Program  Service 

AGRICULTURAL  CONSERVATION  PROGRAM 
For  necessary  expenses  to  carry  into  effect  the  pro¬ 
gram  authorized  in  sections  7  to  15,  16(a),  and  17  of  the 
Soil  Conservation  and  Domestic  Allotment  Act,  approved 


1  February  29,  1936,  as  amended  (16  U.S.C.  590g-590(o), 

2  590p  (a) ,  and  590q) ,  including  not  to  exceed  $6,000  for  the 

3  preparation  and  display  of  exhibits,  including  such  displays 

4  at  State,  interstate,  and  international  fairs  within  the  United 

5  States,  $242,000,000,  to  remain  available  until  December  31 

6  of  the  next  succeeding  fiscal  year  for  compliance  with  the 

7  program  of  soil-building  and  soil-  and  water-conserving 

8  practices  authorized  under  this  head  in  the  Department  of 

9  Agriculture  and  Farm  Credit  Administration  Appropriation 

10  Act,  1960,  carried  out  during  the  period  July  1,  1959,  to 

11  December  31,  1960,  inclusive:  Provided,  That  not  to  exceed 

12  $26,832,950  of  the  total  sum  provided  under  this  head  shall 

13  be  available  during  the  current  fiscal  year  for  administrative 

14  expenses  for  carrying  out  such  program,  the  cost  of  aerial 

15  photographs,  however,  not  to  be  charged  to  such  limitation; 

16  but  not  more  than  $5,458,900  shall  be  transferred  to  the 

17  appropriation  account  “Administrative  expenses,  section 

18  392,  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of  1938”:  Provided  fur- 

19  (her,  That  none  of  the  funds  herein  appropriated  shall  be  used 

20  to  pay  the  salaries  or  expenses  of  any  regional  information 

21  employees  or  any  State  information  employees,  but  this  shall 

22  not  preclude  the  answering  of  inquiries  or  supplying  of  in- 

23  formation  at  the  county  level  to  individual  fanners:  Pro- 

24  vided  further,  That  such  amounts  shall  be  available  for  ad- 

25  ministrative  expenses  in  connection  with  the  formulation  and 
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administration  of  the  1961  program  of  soil-building  and 
soil-  and  water-conserving  practices,  under  the  Act  of 
February  29,  1936,  as  amended  (amounting  to  $250,000,- 
000,  including  administration,  and  no  participant  shall  re¬ 
ceive  more  than  $2,500,  except  where  the  participants  from 
two  or  more  farms  or  ranches  join  to  carry  out  approved 
practices  designed  to  conserve  or  improve  the  agricultural 
resources  of  the  community)  :  Provided  further,  That  no 
change  shall  be  made  in  such  1961  program  which  will  have 
the  effect  in  any  county  of  restricting  eligibility  requirements 
or  cost-sharing  on  practices  included  in  either  the  1958  or 
the  1959  programs,  unless  such  change  shall  have  been 
recommended  by  the  county  committee  and  approved  by  the 
State  committee:  Provided  further,  That  the  proportion  of 
the  State  fund  initially  allocated  to  any  county  for  the  1961 
program  shall  not  be  reduced  from  the  distribution  of  such 
funds  for  the  1959  program  year:  Provided  further,  That 
not  to  exceed  5  per  centum  of  the  allocation  for  the  1961 
agricultural  conservation  program  for  any  county  may, 
on  the  recommendation  of  such  county  committee  and 
approval  of  the  State  committee,  be  withheld  and 
allotted  to  the  Soil  Conservation  Service  for  services  of  its 
technicians  in  formulating  and  carrying  out  the  agricultural 
conservation  program  in  the  participating  counties,  and  shall 
not  be  utilized  by  the  Soil  Conservation  Service  for  any  pur- 
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pose  other  than  technical  and  other  assistance  in  such 
counties,  and  in  addition,  on  the  recommendation  of  such 
county  committee  and  approval  of  the  State  committee,  not 
to  exceed  1  per  centum  may  be  made  available  to  any  other 
Federal,  State,  or  local  public  agency  for  the  same  purpose 
and  under  the  same  conditions:  Provided  further,  That  for 
the  1961  program  $2,500,000  shall  be  available  for 
technical  assistance  in  formulating  and  carrying  out  agricul¬ 
tural  conservation  practices  and  $1,000,000  shall  be  avail¬ 
able  for  conservation  practices  related  directly  to  flood  pre¬ 
vention  work  in  approved  watersheds:  Provided  further, 
That  such  amounts  shall  be  available  for  the  purchase  of 
seeds,  fertilizers,  lime,  trees,  or  any  other  farming  material, 
or  any  soil-terracing  services,  and  making  grants  thereof  to 
agricultural  producers  to  aid  them  in  carrying  out  farming 
practices  approved  by  the  Secretary  under  programs  provided 
for  herein:  Provided  further,  That  no  part  of  any  funds 
available  to  the  Department,  or  any  bureau,  office,  corpora¬ 
tion,  or  other  agency  constituting  a  part  of  such  Department, 
shall  be  used  in  the  current  fiscal  year  for  the  payment  of 
salary  or  travel  expenses  of  any  person  who  has  been  con¬ 
victed  of  violating  the  Act  entitled  “An  Act  to  prevent 
pernicious  political  activities”,  approved  August  2,  1939,  as 
amended,  or  who  has  been  found  in  accordance  with  the  pro¬ 
visions  of  title  18,  United  States  Code,  section  1913,  to  have 
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violated  or  attempted  to  violate  such  section  which  prohibits 
the  use  of  Federal  appropriations  for  the  payment  of  personal 
services  or  other  expenses  designed  to  influence  in  any  man¬ 
ner  a  Member  of  Congress  to  favor  or  oppose  any  legislation 
or  appropriation  by  Congress  except  upon  request  of  any 
Member  or  through  the  proper  official  channels. 

Agricultural  Marketing  Service 

MARKETING  RESEARCH  AND  SERVICE 
For  expenses  necessary  to  carry  on  research  and  service 
to  improve  and  develop  marketing  and  distribution  relating 
to  agriculture  as  authorized  by  the  Agricultural  Marketing 
Act  of  1946  (7  U.S.C.  1621-1627)  and  other  laws,  includ¬ 
ing  the  administration  of  marketing  regulatory  acts  connected 
therewith:  Provided,  That  appropriations  hereunder  shall 
be  available  pursuant  to  5  U.S.C.  565a  for  the  construction, 
alteration,  and  repair  of  buildings  and  improvements,  hut 
unless  otherwise  provided,  the  cost  of  erecting  any  one  build¬ 
ing  shall  not  exceed  $15,000,  except  for  two  buildings  to 
be  constructed  or  improved  at  a  cost  not  to  exceed  $30,000 
each,  and  the  cost  of  altering  any  one  building  during  the 
fiscal  year  shall  not  exceed  $5,000  or  5  per  centum  of  the 
cost  of  the  building,  whichever  is  greater: 

Marketing  research  and  agricultural  estimates:  For 
research  and  development  relating  to  agricultural  marketing 
and  distribution,  for  analyses  relating  to  farm  prices,  income 
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1  and  population,  and  demand  for  farm  products,  and  for  crop 

2  and  livestock  estimates,  (16>$46,315,000  $ 16,605,000 : 

3  Provided,  That  not  less  than  $350,000  of  the  funds  contained 

4  in  this  appropriation  shall  be  available  to  continue  to  gather 

5  statistics  and  conduct  a  special  study  on  the  price  spread 

6  between  the  farmer  and  the  consumer:  Provided  further, 

7  That  no  part  of  the  funds  herein  appropriated  shall  be  avail- 

8  able  for  any  expense  incident  to  publishing  estimates  of 

9  apple  production  for  other  than  the  commercial  (17)ere^ 

10  crop; 

11  (1  ^Marketing  services:  For  services  relating  to  agricultural 

12  marketing  and  distribution,  for  carrying  out  regulatory  acts 

13  connected  therewith,  and  for  administration  and  coordination 

14  of  payments  to  States,  $26,579,900,  including  not  to  exceed 

15  $25,000  for  employment  at  rates  not  to  exceed  $50  per  diem, 

16  except  for  employment  in  rate  cases  at  not  to  exceed  $100 
11  per  diem  pursuant  to  the  second  sentence  of  section  706(a) 

18  of  the  Organic  Act  of  1944  (5  U.S.C.  574),  as  amended 

19  by  section  15  of  the  Act  of  August  2, 1946  (5  U.S.C.  55a), 

20  in  carrying  out  section  201(a)  to  201(d),  inclusive,  of  title 

21  II  of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of  1938  (7  U.S.C. 

22  1291)  and  section  203  (j)  of  the  Agricultural  Marketing  Act 

23  of  1946. 


H.  R.  12117 - 3 
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PAYMENTS  TO  STATES  AND  POSSESSIONS 
For  payments  to  departments  of  agriculture,  bureaus  and 
departments  of  markets,  and  similar  agencies  for  marketing 
activities  under  section  204(b)  of  the  Agricultural  Market¬ 
ing  Act  of  1946  (7  U.S.C.  1623  (b)  ) ,  $1,195,000. 

SCHOOL  LTJNCH  PROGRAM 

For  necessary  expenses  to  carry  out  the  provisions  of 
the  National  School  Lunch  Act  (42  U.S.C.  1751-1760) , 
$110,000,000:  Provided ,  That  no  part  of  this  appropriation  ( 
shall  be  used  for  nonfood  assistance  under  section  5  of  said 
Act:  Provided  further,  That  $45,000,000  shall  be  trans¬ 
ferred  to  this  appropriation  from  funds  available  under  sec¬ 
tion  32  of  the  Act  of  August  24,  1935,  for  purchase  and 
distribution  of  agricultural  commodities  and  other  foods 
pursuant  to  section  6  of  the  National  School  Lunch  Act. 

Foreign  Agricultural  Service 

SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES  ^ 

For  necessary  expenses  for  the  Foreign  Agricultural 
Service,  including  carrying  out  title  VI  of  the  Agricultural 
Act  of  1954  (7  U.S.C.  1761-1768),  and  for  enabling  the 
Secretary  to  coordinate  and  integrate  activities  of  the  Depart¬ 
ment  in  connection  with  foreign  agricultural  work,  including 
not  to  exceed  $25,000  for  representation  allowances  and  for 
expenses  pursuant  to  section  8  of  the  Act  approved  August 
3,  1956  (7  U.S.C.  1766),  (19)$4, 417,000  $■ 4,487,000 : 
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Provided,  That  not  less  than  $400,000  of  the  funds  contained 
in  this  appropriation  shall  be  available  to  obtain  statistics 
and  related  facts  on  foreign  production  and  full  and 
complete  information  on  methods  used  by  other  countries 
to  move  farm  commodities  in  world  trade  on  a  competitive 
basis:  Provided  further,  That,  in  addition,  not  to  exceed 
(20)$2,493,000  $ 2,539,000  of  the  funds  appropriated  by 
section  32  of  the  Act  of  August  24,  1935,  as  amended  (7 
U.S.C.  612c) ,  shall  be  merged  with  this  appropriation  and 
shall  be  available  for  all  expenses  of  the  Foreign  Agricultural 
Service  in  carrying  out  the  purposes  of  said  section  32. 
SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES  (SPECIAL  FOREIGN  CURRENCY 

PROGRAM) 

For  purchase  of  foreign  currencies  which  accrue  under 
title  I  of  the  Agricultural  Trade  Development  and  Assistance 
Act  of  1954,  as  amended  (7  U.S.C.  1704) ,  for  the  purposes 
of  market  development  activities  under  section  104(a)  of 
that  Act,  $13,621,000,  and  for  the  purposes  of  section  104 
(m)  of  that  Act,  relating  to  agricultural  and  horticultural 
fair  participation  and  related  activities,  $1,000,000,  to  re¬ 
main  available  until  expended(21),  of  which  amounts  not  less 
than  $4,400,000  shall  he  available  to  purchase  currencies 
which  the  Treasury  Department  shall  determine  to  be  excess 
to  normal  requirements  of  the  United  States:  Provided,  That 
this  appropriation  shall  not  be  used  for  the  purchase  of  cur- 
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rencies  available  in  the  Treasury  for  the  purposes  of  section 
104(f)  of  such  Act  unless  such  currencies  are  excess  to  the 
normal  requirements  of  the  United  States:  Provided  further, 
That  the  dollar  value  of  the  unexpended  balances,  as  of  June 
30,  1960,  of  allocations  of  foreign  currencies  heretofore  made 
available  to  the  Foreign  Agricultural  Service  for  the  fore¬ 
going  purposes  of  such  sections  104  (a)  and  (m)  is  appro¬ 
priated  as  of  that  date  and  shall  he  merged  with  this  appro¬ 
priation:  Provided  further,  That  funds  appropriated  herein 
shall  be  used  to  purchase  such  foreign  currencies  as  the  De¬ 
partment  determines  are  needed  and  can  be  used  most  effec¬ 
tively  to  carry  out  the  purposes  of  this  paragraph,  and  such 
foreign  currencies  shall,  pursuant  to  the  provisions  of  section 
104(a),  be  set  aside  for  sale  to  the  Department  before 
foreign  currencies  which  accrue  under  said  title  I  are  made 
available  for  other  United  States  uses. 

Commodity  Exchange  Authority 
salaries  and  expenses 

For  necessary  expenses  to  carry  into  effect  the  provisions 
of  the  Commodity  Exchange  Act,  as  amended  (7  U.S.C. 
1—1 7a) ,  (22)$930,009  $941,325. 

Commodity  Stabilization  Service 
acreage  allotments  and  marketing  quotas 
For  necessary  expenses  to  formulate  and  carry  out 
acreage  allotment  and  marketing  quota  programs  pursuant  to 
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provisions  of  title  III  of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act 
of  1938,  as  amended  (7  U.S.C.  1301-1393),  $40,135,000, 
of  which  not  more  than  $6,934,400  shall  be  transferred  to 
the  appropriation  account  “Administrative  expenses,  section 
392,  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of  1938”. 

SUGAR  ACT  PROGRAM 

For  necessary  expenses  to  carry  into  effect  the  provi¬ 
sions  of  the  Sugar  Act  of  1948  (7  U.S.C.  1101-1161), 
$74,500,000,  to  remain  available  until  June  30  of  the  next 
succeeding  fiscal  year:  Provided,  That  expenditures  (includ¬ 
ing  transfers)  from  this  appropriation  for  other  than  pay¬ 
ments  to  sugar  producers  shall  not  exceed  $2,307,000. 

Conservation  Reserve  Program 

For  necessary  expenses  to  carry  out  a  conservation  re¬ 
serve  program  as  authorized  by  subtitles  B  and  C  of  the  Soil 
Bank  Act  (7  U.S.C.  1831-1837  and  1802-1814),  and  to 
carry  out  liquidation  activities  for  the  acreage  reserve  pro¬ 
gram,  to  remain  available  until  expended,  (23)$31JtO0Oj6O9 
$335,000,000,  with  which  may  be  merged  the  unexpended 
balances  of  funds  heretofore  appropriated  for  soil  bank 
programs:  Provided,  That  not  to  exceed  $12,000,000  shall 
be  available  for  administrative  expenses,  of  which  not  less 
than  $10,000,000  may  be  transferred  to  the  appropriation 
account  “Local  administration,  section  388,  Agricultural 
Adjustment  Act  of  1938”:  Provided  further,  That  no  p  u 
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of  these  funds  shall  be  paid  on  any  contract  which  is  illegal 
under  the  law  due  to  the  division  of  lands  for  the  purpose 
of  evading  limits  on  annual  payments  to  participants. 

Federal  Crop  Insurance  Corporation 

OPERATING  AND  ADMINISTRATIVE  EXPENSES 
For  operating  and  administrative  expenses,  $6,376,000. 

Rural  Electrification  Administration 
To  carry  into  effect  the  provisions  of  the  Rural  Electri¬ 
fication  Act  of  1936,  as  amended  (7  E.S.C.  901-924),  as 
follows : 

LOAN  AUTHORIZATIONS 

For  loans  in  accordance  with  said  Act,  and  for  carrying 
out  the  provisions  of  section  7  thereof,  to  be  borrowed  from 
the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury  in  accordance  with  the  pro¬ 
visions  of  section  3  (a)  of  said  Act,  as  follows:  Rural  electri¬ 
fication  program,  $110,000,000;  and  rural  telephone  pro¬ 
gram,  $80,000,000;  and  additional  amounts,  not  to  exceed 
(2 4)$§0,000j000  $60,000,000  for  each  program,  may  be 
borrowed  under  the  same  terms  and  conditions  to  the  extent 
that  such  amount  is  required  during  the  fiscal  year  1961 
under  the  then  existing  conditions  for  the  expeditious  and 
oideily  development  of  the  rural  electrification  program  and 
rural  telephone  program. 
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SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 


For  administrative  expenses,  including  not  to  exceed 
$500  for  financial  and  credit  reports,  and  not  to  exceed 
$150,000  for  employment  pursuant  to  the  second  sentence 
of  section  706(a)  of  the  Organic  Act  of  1944  (5  U.S.C. 
574) ,  as  amended  by  section  15  of  the  Act  of  August  2, 
1946  (5  U.S.C.  55a),  $9,632,000. 

Farmers  Home  Administration 
To  carry  into  effect  the  provisions  of  titles  I,  II,  and  the 
related  provisions  of  title  IV  of  the  Bankhead- Jones  Farm 
Tenant  Act,  as  amended  (7  U.S.C.  1000-1031)  ;  the 
Farmers  Home  Administration  Act  of  1946  (7  U.S.C.  1001, 
note;  31  U.S.C.  82h;  12  U.S.C.  371;  35  D.C.  Code  535; 
60  Stat.  1062-1080)  ;  the  Act  of  July  30,  1946  (40  U.S.C. 
436-439)  ;  the  Act  of  August  28,  1937,  as  amended  (16 
U.S.C.  590r-590x — 3) ,  for  the  development  of  facilities  for 
water  storage  and  utilization  in  the  arid  and  semiarid  areas 
of  the  United  States;  the  provisions  of  title  V  of  the  Hous¬ 
ing  Act  of  1949,  as  amended  (42  U.S.C.  1471-1483), 
relating  to  financial  assistance  for  farm  housing;  the  Rural 
Rehabilitation  Corporation  Trust  Liquidation  Act,  approved 
May  3,  1950  (40  U.S.C.  440-444)  ;  the  items  “Loans  to 
farmers,  1948  flood  damage”  in  the  Act  of  June  25,  1948 


24 


1  (62  Stat.  1038) ,  and  “Loans  to  farmers,  property  damage” 

2  in  the  Act  of  May  24,  1949  (63  Stat.  82)  ;  the  collecting 

3  and  servicing  of  credit  sales  and  development  accounts  in 

4  water  conservation  and  utilization  projects  (53  Stat.  685, 

5  719) ,  as  amended  and  supplemented  (16  U.S.O.  590y,  z — 1 

6  and  z— 10)  ;  and  the  Act  to  direct  the  Secretary  of  Agricul- 

7  ture  to  convey  certain  mineral  interests,  approved  September 

8  6,  1950  (7  U.S.C.  1033-1039) ,  as  follows: 

9  LOAN  AUTHORIZATIONS 

10  For  loans  (including  payments  in  lieu  of  taxes  and  taxes 

11  under  section  50  of  the  Bankhead- Jones  Farm  Tenant  Act, 

12  as  amended,  and  advances  incident  to  the  acquisition  and 

13  preservation  of  security  of  obligations  under  the  foregoing 

14  several  authorities,  except  that  such  advances  under  title  V 

15  of  the  Housing  Act  of  1949,  as  amended,  shall  be  made  from 
10  funds  obtained  under  section  511  of  that  Act,  as  amended)  : 

17  Title  I  and  section  43  of  title  IV  of  the  Bankhead-Jones 

18  Farm  Tenant  Act,  as  amended,  $26,900,000,  of  which  not 

19  to  exceed  $2,500,000  may  be  distributed  to  States  and 

20  territories  without  regard  to  farm  population  and  prevalence 

t  nancy ,  in  addition  to  the  amount  otherwise  distributed 

22  thereto,  for  loans  in  reclamation  projects  and  to  entrymen 

23  on  unpatented  public  lands;  title  II  of  the  Bankhead-Jones 

24  Farm  Tenant  Act,  as  amended,  $197,100,000;  the  Act  of 

25  August  28,  1937,  as  amended,  $3,000,000:  Provided , 
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That  not  to  exceed  the  foregoing  several  amounts  shall  be 
borrowed  in  one  account  from  the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury 
in  accordance  with  the  provisions  set  forth  under  this  head 
in  the  Department  of  Agriculture  Appropriation  Act,  1952 : 
Provided  further,  That  an  additional  amount,  not  to  exceed 
$40,000,000,  may  be  borrowed  under  the  same  terms  and 
conditions  to  the  extent  that  such  amount  is  required  during 
fiscal  year  1961  under  the  then  existing  conditions  for  the 
expeditious  and  orderly  conduct  of  the  loan  programs  under 
the  Bankhead- Jones  Farm  Tenant  Act,  as  amended,  not  to 
exceed  $5,000,000  of  which  shall  be  available  for  loans 
under  title  I  and  section  43  of  title  IV  of  such  Act,  as 
amended. 

SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 

For  making,  servicing,  and  collecting  loans  and  insured 
mortgages,  the  servicing  and  collecting  of  loans  made  under 
prior  authority,  the  liquidation  of  assets  transferred  to  Farm¬ 
ers  Home  Administration,  and  other  administrative  expenses, 
(25)$J07§00t000  $ 31,467,650 ,  together  with  a  transfer  of 
not  to  exceed  (26)$!-, 000, 006  $1,100,000  of  the  fees  and 
administrative  expense  charges  made  available  by  subsections 
(d)  and  (e)  of  section  12  of  the  Bankhead- Jones  Farm 
Tenant  Act,  as  ameneded  (7  U.S.C.  1005  (b)  ) ,  and  section 
10(c)  of  the  Act  of  August  28,  1937,  as  amended. 
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Office  of  the  General  Counsel 

SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 

For  necessary  expenses,  including  payment  of  fees  or 
dues  for  the  use  of  law  libraries  by  attorneys  in  the  field 
service,  $3,358,000. 

Office  of  the  Secretary 

SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 

For  expenses  of  the  Office  of  the  Secretary  of  Agricul¬ 
ture;  expenses  of  the  National  Agricultural  Advisory  Com-  || 
mission;  stationery,  supplies,  materials,  and  equipment; 
freight,  express,  and  drayage  charges;  advertising  of  bids, 
communication  service,  postage,  washing  towels,  repairs  and 
alterations,  and  other  miscellaneous  supplies  and  expenses  not 
otherwise  provided  for  and  necessary  for  the  practical  and 
efficient  work  of  the  Department  of  Agriculture,  $2,899,500: 
Provided,  That  this  appropriation  shall  be  reimbursed  from 
applicable  appropriations  for  travel  expenses  incident  to  the  ^ 
holding  of  hearings  as  required  by  the  Administrative 
Procedure  Act  (5  U.S.C.  1001) . 

Office  of  Information 

SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 

1  or  necessary  expenses  of  the  Office  of  Information  for 
the  dissemination  of  agricultural  information  and  the  coordi¬ 
nation  of  informational  work  and  programs  authorized  by 
Congress  in  the  Department,  (27>$4r178,000  $ 1,523,000 , 
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of  which  total  appropriation  not  to  exceed  $537,000  may  be 
used  for  farmers’  bulletins,  which  shall  he  adapted  to  the  in¬ 
terests  of  the  people  of  the  different  sections  of  the  country, 
an  equal  proportion  of  four-fifths  of  which  shall  he  delivered 
to  or  sent  out  under  the  addressed  franks  furnished  by  the 
Senators,  Representatives,  and  Delegates  in  Congress,  as 
they  shall  direct  (7  U.S.C.  417) ,  and  not  less  than  (28)ene 
hundred  and  hfty-onc  thousand  two  hundred  and  thirty- 
three  thousand  and  fifty  copies  for  the  use  of  the 
Senate  and  House  of  Representatives  of  part  2  of  the 
annual  report  of  the  Secretary  (known  as  the  Yearbook 
of  Agriculture)  as  authorized  by  section  73  of  the  Act  of 
January  12,  1895  (44  Tj.S.C.  241),  and  for  reprinting 
the  1959  yearbook  “Food”  for  the  use  of  the  Senate  and 
House  of  Representatives,  respectively,  of  (29)ene  hundred 
and  sixteen  thousand  five  hundred  and  twenty  five  fifty-eight 
thousand  two  hundred  copies  (for  which  not  to  exceed 
(3O)$9fibQO0  $ 45,000  shall  be  available)  :  Provided,  That  in 
the  preparation  of  motion  pictures  or  exhibits  by  the  De¬ 
partment,  not  exceeding  a  total  of  $10,000  may  be  used 
for  employment  pursuant  to  the  second  sentence  of  section 
706(a)  of  the  Organic  Act  of  1944  (5  IT.S.C.  574),  as 
amended  by  section  15  of  the  Act  of  August  2,  1946  (5 
U.S.C.  55a) . 
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SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 

For  necessary  expenses,  including  dues  for  library  mem¬ 
bership  in  societies  or  associations  which  issue  publications 
to  members  only  or  at  a  price  to  members  lower  than  to  sub¬ 
scribers  who  are  not  members,  $895,000. 

TITLE  II— CORPORATIONS 
The  following  corporations  and  agencies  are  hereby 
authorized  to  make  such  expenditures,  within  the  limits  of 
funds  and  borrowing  authority  available  to  each  such  corpo¬ 
ration  or  agency  and  in  accord  with  law,  and  to  make  such 
contracts  and  commitments  without  regard  to  fiscal  year 
limitations  as  provided  by  section  104  of  the  Government 
Corporation  Control  Act,  as  amended,  as  may  be  necessary 
in  carrying  out  the  programs  set  forth  in  the  budget  for  the 
fiscal  year  1961  for  such  corporation  or  agency,  except  as 
hereinafter  provided: 

Federal  Crop  Insurance  Corporation  Fund 
Not  to  exceed  $2,630,000  of  administrative  and 
operating  expenses  may  be  paid  from  premium  income. 

Commodity  Credit  Corporation 

RESTORATION  OF  CAPITAL  IMPAIRMENT 
To  partially  restore  the  capital  impairment  of  the  Com¬ 
modity  Credit  Corporation  determined  by  the  appraisals 
of  June  30,  1959,  and  June  30,  1960,  pursuant  to  section  1 
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of  the  Act  of  March  8,  1938,  as  amended  (15  U.S.O. 
713a-l),  $1,226,500,000. 

REIMBURSEMENT  TO  COMMODITY  CREDIT  CORPORATION 
FOR  COSTS  OF  SPECIAL  ACTIVITIES 
To  reimburse  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  for 
authorized  unrecovered  costs  through  June  30,  1960 
(including  interest  through  date  of  recovery),  as  follows: 

(1)  $32,572,000  under  the  International  Wheat  Agree¬ 
ment  Act  of  1949,  as  amended  (7  U.S.C.  1641-1642)  ; 

(2)  $107,094,000  for  commodities  disposed  of  for  emer¬ 
gency  famine  relief  to  friendly  peoples  pursuant  to  title  II 
of  the  Act  of  July  10,  1954,  as  amended  (7  U.S.C.  1703, 
1721-1724)  ;  (3)  $881,000,000  for  the  sale  of  surplus 
agricultural  commodities  for  foreign  currencies  pursuant  to 
title  I  of  the  Act  of  July  10,  1954,  as  amended  (7  U.S.C. 
1701-1709)  ;  (4)  $18,000  for  grain  made  available  to  the 
Secretary  of  the  Interior  to  prevent  crop  damage  by  migra¬ 
tory  waterfowl  pursuant  to  the  Act  of  July  3,  1956 
(7  U.S.C.  442-446)  ;  (5)  $422,950,000  for  strategic  and 
other  materials  acquired  by  the  Commodity  Credit  Corpo¬ 
ration  as  a  result  of  barter  or  exchange  of  agricultural  com¬ 
modities  or  products  and  transferred  to  the  supplemental 
stockpile  pursuant  to  Public  Law  540,  Eighty-fourth  Con¬ 
gress  (7  U.S.C.  1856)  :  Provided ,  That  the  unexpended 
balances  of  funds  heretofore  provided  for  the  various  pur- 


30 


1  poses  under  this  head  may  remain  available  until  expended 

2  for  the  purposes  for  which  appropriated  and  may  be  merged 

3  with  the  funds  provided  in  this  paragraph. 

4  LIMITATION  ON  ADMINISTRATIVE  EXPENSES 

5  Nothing  in  this  Act  shall  be  so  construed  as  to  prevent 

6  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  from  carrying  out  any 

7  activity  or  any  program  authorized  by  law :  Provided , 

8  That  not  to  exceed  (31  >$44, -7 2 6, 000  $45,726,000  shall  be 

9  available  for  administrative  expenses  of  the  Corporation: 

10  Provided  further,  That  $1,000,000  of  this  authorization  shall 

11  be  available  only  to  expand  and  strengthen  the  sales  program 

12  of  the  Corporation  pursuant  to  authority  contained  in  the  Cor- 

13  poration’s  charter:  Provided  further,  That  not  less  than  7 
^  per  centum  of  this  authorization  shall  be  placed  in  reserve  to 
15  be  apportioned  pursuant  to  section  3679  of  the  Revised 

Statutes,  as  amended,  for  use  only  in  such  amounts  and  at 
such  time  as  may  become  necessary  to  carry  out  program 
1^  operations:  Provided  further,  That  all  necessary  expenses 
19  (including  legal  and  special  services  performed  on  a  con- 
39  tract  or  fee  basis,  but  not  including  other  personal  services) 

31  in  connection  with  the  acquisition,  operation,  maintenance, 

32  improvement,  or  disposition  of  any  real  or  personal  prop- 

23  erty  belonging  to  the  Corporation  or  in  which  it  has  an 

24  interest,  including  expenses  of  collections  of  pledged  col- 

25  lateral,  shall  be  considered  as  nonadministrative  expenses  for 
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the  purposes  hereof:  Provided  further,  (1)  That  no  part  of 
this  authorization  shall  he  used  to  formulate  or  carry  out 
a  price-support  program  for  I960  under  which  a  total  amount 
of  price  support  in  excess  of  $50,000  would  be  extended 
through  loans,  purchases,  or  purchase  agreements  made  or 
made  available  hy  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  to  any 
person  on  the  1960  production  of  any  agricultural  com¬ 
modity  declared  hy  the  Secretary  to  be  in  surplus  supply, 
unless  (a)  such  person  shall  reduce  his  production  of  such 
commodity  from  that  which  such  person  produced  the  pre¬ 
ceding  year,  in  such  percentage,  not  to  exceed  20  per  centum, 
as  the  Secretary  may  determine  to  he  essential  to  bring  pro¬ 
duction  in  line  within  a  reasonable  period  of  time  with  that 
necessary  to  provide  an  adequate  supply  to  meet  domestic 
and  foreign  demands,  plus  adequate  reserves,  or  (b)  such 
person  shall  agree  to  repay  all  amounts  advanced  in  excess 
of  $50,000  for  any  agricultural  commodity  within  twelve 
months  from  the  date  of  the  advance  of  such  funds  or  at  such 
later  date  as  the  Secretary  may  determine,  (2)  that  the  term 
“person”  shall  mean  an  individual,  partnership,  firm,  joint- 
stock  company,  corporation,  association,  trust,  estate,  or 
other  legal  entity,  or  a  State,  political  subdivision  of  a  State, 
or  any  agency  thereof,  (3)  that  in  the  case  of  any  loan  to,  or 
purchase  from,  a  cooperative  marketing  organization,  or 
with  regard  to  price  support  on  an  agricultural  commodity 
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extended  by  purchases  of  a  product  of  such  commodity  from, 
or  by  loans  on  such  product  to,  persons  other  than  the  pro¬ 
ducers  of  such  commodity,  such  limitation  shall  not  apply  to 
the  amount  of  price  support  received  by  the  cooperative 
marketing  organization,  or  other  persons,  but  the  amount  of 
price  support  made  available  to  any  person  through  such  co¬ 
operative  marketing  organization  or  other  persons  shall  be 
included  in  determining  the  amount  of  price  support  received 
by  such  person  for  purposes  of  such  limitation,  and  (4)  that 
the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  shall  issue  regulations  prescrib¬ 
ing  such  rules  as  he  determines  necessary  to  carry  out  this 
provision(32)-;  Provided  That  none  of  tho  fund* 


kerom  appropriated  shad  bo  used  to  formulate  or 
any  program  -which  dees  not  provide  for  maximum  use  of 
Government  owned  facilities  for  storing  surplus  commoditiesr 
with  the  economical  operation  of  the  (  drporatiom 

TITLE  III— RELATED  AGENCIES 


Farm  Credit  Administration 
LIMITATION  ON  ADMINISTRATIVE  EXPENSES 
Not  to  exceed  $2,480,000  (from  assessments  collected 
from  farm  credit  agencies)  shall  be  obligated  during  the 
current  fiscal  year  for  administrative  expenses. 

Eederal  Farm  Mortgage  Corporation  Fund 
The  Federal  Farm  Mortgage  Corporation  is  authorized 
to  make  such  expenditures,  within  available  funds  and  in 
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accordance  with  law,  as  may  be  necessary  to  liquidate  its 
assets:  Provided,  That  funds  realized  from  the  liquidation  of 
assets  which  are  determined  by  the  Board  of  Directors  to 
be  in  excess  of  the  requirements  for  expenses  of  liquidation 
shall  be  declared  as  dividends  which  shall  be  paid  into  the 
general  fund  of  the  Treasury. 

TITLE  IV— GENERAL  PROVISIONS 

Sec.  401.  Within  the  unit  limit  of  cost  fixed  by  law,  ap¬ 
propriations  and  authorizations  made  for  the  Department 
under  this  Act  shall  be  available  for  the  purchase,  in  addition 
to  those  specifically  provided  for,  of  not  to  exceed  three 
hundred  and  thirty-seven  passenger  motor  vehicles,  of  which 
three  hundred  and  thirty-two  shall  be  for  replacement  only, 
and  for  the  hire  of  such  vehicles. 

Sec.  402.  Provisions  of  law  prohibiting  or  restricting 
the  employment  of  aliens  shall  not  apply  to  employment 
under  the  appropriation  for  the  Foreign  Agricultural  Service. 

Sec.  403.  Funds  available  to  the  Department  of  Agri¬ 
culture  shall  be  available  for  uniforms  or  allowances  therefor 
as  authorized  by  the  Act  of  September  1,  1954,  as  amended 
(5  U.S.O.  2131). 

Sec.  404.  No  part  of  the  funds  appropriated  by  this  Act 
shall  be  used  for  the  payment  of  any  officer  or  employee  of 
the  Department  who,  as  such  officer  or  employee,  or  on  be¬ 
half  of  the  Department  or  any  division,  commission,  or 
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bureau  thereof,  issues,  or  causes  to  be  issued,  any  prediction, 
oral  or  written,  or  forecast,  except  as  to  damage  threatened 
or  caused  by  insects  and  pests,  with  respect  to  future  prices 
of  cotton  or  the  trend  of  same. 

Sec.  405.  Except  to  provide  materials  required  in  or 

incident  to  research  or  experimental  work  where  no  suitable 
domestic  product  is  available,  no  part  of  the  funds  appropri¬ 
ated  by  this  Act  shall  be  expended  in  the  purchase  of  twine 
manufactured  from  commodities  or  materials  produced  out¬ 
side  of  the  United  States. 

Sec.  406.  Not  less  than  $1,500,000  of  the  appropriations 
of  the  Department  for  research  and  service  work  authorized 
by  the  Acts  of  August  14,  1946,  July  28,  1954,  and  Sep¬ 
tember  6,  1958  (7  U.S.C.  427,  1621-1629;  72  Stat.  1793) , 
shall  be  available  for  contracting  in  accordance  with  said 
Acts. 

Sec.  407.  No  part  of  any  appropriation  contained  in 
this  Act  or  of  the  funds  available  for  expenditure  by  any  cor¬ 
poration  or  agency  included  in  this  Act  shall  be  used  for  pub¬ 
licity  or  propaganda  purposes  to  support  or  defeat  legislation 
pending  before  the  Congress. 


This  Act  may  be  cited  as  the  “Department  of  Agricul¬ 
ture  and  Farm  Credit  Administration  Appropriation  Act, 

1961”. 

Passed  the  House  of  Representatives  May  11,  1960. 

Attest:  RALPH  R.  ROBERTS, 

Clerk . 
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ME96AGE  FROM  THE  HOUSE — EN¬ 
ROLLED  BILLS  AND  JOINT  RESO¬ 
LUTIONS  SIGNED 

A  message  from  the  House  of  Repre¬ 
sentatives,  \jy  Mr.  Maurer,  one  of  its 
reading-  clerks,  announced  that  the 
Speaker  had  affixed  his  signature  to  the 
following  enrolled  bills  and  joint  resolu¬ 
tions,  and  they  w^re  signed  by  the  Vice 
President: 

S.  2130.  An  act  to  aifUiorize  a  payment  to 
the  Government  of  Japs 

H.R.  9465.  An  act  to  authorize  the  loan 
of  one  submarine  to  Canada  and  the  ex¬ 
tension  of  a  loan  of  a  naval  vessel  to  the 
Government  of  the  Republic\f  China; 

H.R.  9818.  An  act  to  provide  tor  the  con¬ 
veyance  of  certain  real  property  of  the 
United  States  to  the  State  of  Florida; 

H.R.  10809.  An  act  to  authorize  appropria¬ 
tions  to  the  National  Aeronautics  anoVSpace 
Administration  for  salaries  and  expanses, 
research  and  development,  construction  \nd 
equipment,  and  for  other  purposes; 

H.J.Res.  502.  Joint  resolution  authorizing 
the  erection  in  the  District  of  Columbia  of' 
a  memorial  to  Mary  McLeod  Bethune;  and 
H.J.  Res.  546.  Joint  resolution  authorizing 
the  Architect  of  the  Capitol  to  present  to 
the  Senators  and  Representatives  in  the 
Congress  from  the  State  of  Hawaii  the  offi¬ 
cial  flag  of  the  United  States  bearing  50 
stars  which  is  first  flown  over  the  west  front 
of  the  U.S.  Capitol. 


LAUNCHING  BY  UNITED  STATES  TO¬ 
DAY  OF  21/2 -TON  MIDAS  EARTH 

SATELLITE 

Mr.  BRIDGES.  Mr.  President,  some 
very  interesting  news  has  just  come  over 
the  wire.  We  hear  so  much  criticism  and 
so  much  talk  about  failures  of  the  United 
States,  about  the  missile  race,  the  satel¬ 
lite  race,  the  gap  in  the  air,  and  so  on, 
that  I  think  the  Senate  should  take  due 
notice  of  this  event. 

I  read  from  a  news  dispatch  dated 
today : 

Cape  Canaveral. — The  United  States 
launched  a  2 14 -ton  Midas  earth  satellite  to¬ 
day  to  test  a  spy-in-the-sky  system  for  de¬ 
tecting  hostile  missiles  within  seconds  after 
they  are  fired. 

An  88-foot,  two-stage  Atlas-Agena  blasted 
from  the  cape  at  12:37  p.m.,  e.s.t,  (1:37  p.m. 
e.d.t.)  with  the  limousine-sized  moonlet. 
The  rumble  may  echo  in  diplomatic  halls. 

The  satellite,  dubbed  Midas  II  and  essen¬ 
tially  a  repeat  of  a  shot  which  failed  February 
26,  was  equipped  with  a  super-cooled  infra¬ 
red  sensor  to  spot  missile  launchings  fjmn 
an  orbit  about  300  miles  above  earth. 

The  space-borne  alarm  system,  peering 
over  thousands  of  square  miles  eaciysecond, 
would  give  America  a  30-minute  winning  of 
an  impending  missile  onslaughts  This  is 
about  twice  the  warning  time  ayailable  with 
present  radar  systems. 

The  Air  Force  planned  to  trfst  the  satellite 
with  flares  fired  at  Edwards  Air  Force  Base 
and  Vandenberg  Air  Fore / Base,  Calif.,  this 
week.  It  also  was  reported  the  Air  Force 
might  time  the  launchings  of  intercontinen¬ 
tal  ballistic  missiles  J/o  coincide  with  a  pass 
by  Midas  II. 

Sources  said  tb€  flares  will  be  seen  as  a 
rosy  glow  over  jf  radius  of  50  miles.  Scien¬ 
tists  also  said Ahe  satellite  would  be  able  to 
tell  the  difference  between  missile  firings  and 
other  heat  sources  on  earth. 

Midas— ^fliort  for  missile  defense  alarm 
system-Tfe  the  first  step  in  a  top-secret  U.S. 
military  plan  for  an  international  open 
skies  Arrangement  of  its  own,  hinged  on  space 


satellites  circling  in  polar  orbits  above  every 
inch  of  earth’s  surface. 

In  the  three-part  system,  Midas  satellites 
will  pick  up  enemy  missile  firings  almost  in¬ 
stantaneously,  Samos  reconnaissance  satel¬ 
lites  will  get  television  views  of  military  in¬ 
stallations  and  Advent  communications  sa¬ 
tellites  will  relay  the  information  to  U.S. 
authorities. 

Operational  versions  of  the  spy  satellites 
may  be  in  the  skies  in  groups  of  about  one 
dozen  within  2  years. 

Midas  II — last  of  the  series  to  be  launched 
here — was  a  prototype  designed  to  see 
whether  the  alarm)  system  will  work.  It 
was  aimed  toward  an  orbit  that  would  carry 
it  over  a  compartively  narrow  band  around 
the  Equator,  but  not  over  Russian  territory. 

The  big  rocket  eased  from  its  pad  slowly 
at  first  as  its  360,000-pound  thrust  engines 
built  up  power.  This  was  the  same  propul¬ 
sion  system  which  drove  an  Atlas  missile  a 
record  9,000  miles  last  week. 

The  Atlas  was  to  drop  away  after  burn¬ 
out.  Then  10  minutes  of  coasting  and  after 
that,  the  firing  of  the  bullet-shaped  Agena 
section  to  drive  the  satellite  into  orbit. 

During  the  coasting  phase  two  small  he- 
(iuin  jets  perform  their  task  of  getting  the 
(tellite  into  proper  position  with  its  nose 
pointing  to  earth  and  putting  the  payload 
into\an  orbit  as  nearly  circular  as  possible.^ 

Th\  instrument  package  weighed  mora 
than  3>000  pounds,  largest  ever  sent  in/co 
space  b\  a  U.S.  rocket.  The  instruments 
and  the  second-stage  casing  were  designed 
to  remain  Attached  for  a  gross  wej^ht  of 
about  5,000  pounds. 

The  planned,  orbit  would  carry  Alidas  II 
28  degrees  nortl\and  south  of  the/Equator — 
as  far  north  as\Cape  Canaveral  and  the 
southern  section  of  Red  Chiira  and  as  far 
south  as  the  southern  tips/of  Brazil  and 
Africa. 

The  complex  satellite  y&s  secret  but  the 
key  to  its  success  lay  iiyfoie  performance  of 
the  deep-frozen  “eye”  whidh  was  designed  to 
spot  a  missile  by  iiyrared Radiations  from 
its  exhaust. 

Mr.  President/ 1  think  th^t  is  one  of 
the  most  gratifying  and  one  oVthe  most 
successful  things  we  have  achieved  since 
we  have  beam.  part  of  the  space  age,  and 
certainly  *mce  the  Russians  sent  uft  the 
first  spuknik  in  October  1957. 

We  Wear  a  great  deal  about  the  fail¬ 
ures  Al  the  United  States  of  Americas, 
The/minute  a  missile  which  is  fired  from, 
C^pe  Canaveral  fails,  the  information 
hurled  all  over  this  country  and  all 
iver  the  world.  The  Russians  advertise 
only  their  successes,  and  conceal  their 
failures. 

All  along  during  the  last  few  months, 
and  in  the  last  2  or  3  years,  we  have 
heard  never  a  word  about  any  failure  of 
the  Russians,  but  we  have  always  heard 
of  their  successes.  I  think  it  is  time  to 
talk  about  some  of  the  American  suc¬ 
cesses.  One  of  our  successes  was  the 
9,000 -mile  shot  of  the  Atlas  missile  the 
other  day.  Today,  Midas  II,  which  is  a 
tremendous  step  forward,  a  step  of 
which  all  Americans  can  be  proud,  is 
another  of  our  great  successes. 


QUESTIONS  FOR  RUSSIA  TO 
ANSWER 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  Mr.  President,  when 
the  Foreign  Relations  Committee  hears 
representatives  of  the  State  Department 
and  others  on  the  developments  which 
took  place  in  connection  with  the  con¬ 
templated  summit  meeting,  I  will  wish  to 


get  the  answers  to  the  following  ques* 
tions : 

First.  To  what  extent  has  the  Soviet 
Union  been  spying  in  the  United  Spates, 
West  Germany,  and  other  natior 

Second.  How  many  times  At  has 
breached  its  commitments  to  other  na¬ 
tions  in  the  world — especially  /he  captive 
nations? 

Third.  Is  there  a  differ/nce  between 
spying  by  foot  on  land  01/ the  one  hand, 
and  by  plane  in  the  ah  on  the  other? 

Fourth.  Is  it  in  the  interset  of  our 
country  that  we  abandon  the  general 
and  traditional  mc^nods  of  acquiring  in¬ 
telligence? 

Fifth.  If  we  dA  so,  what  are  the  proba¬ 
bilities  of  theAioviet  Union  following  a 
similar  course? 

Sixth.  Why  did  the  Communists  break 
their  treaty  with  the  Poles  in  World  War 
II  and  s/ab  the  Poles  in  the  back  while 
the  latter  were  fighting  the  Nazis? 

Seventh.  What  are  the  details  con¬ 
cerning  the  brutal  massacre  of  Polish 
soldiers  by  the  Communists  in  the  Katyn 
‘  irests? 

Eighth.  Why,  in  World  War  n,  did  the 
Reds,  while  advancing  westward  and 
nearing  Poland,  induce  the  Polish  people 
of  Warsaw  to  heroically  rebel  against 
the  Nazi  occupiers  and  then  abandon 
them  to  slaughter  by  the  Nazis? 

Ninth.  Why  did  the  Soviet  break  its 
pledged  word  that  the  people  of  the  sat¬ 
ellite  nations,  under  free  and  open  elec¬ 
tions,  would  be  permitted  to  choose  the 
type  of  government  they  wanted? 

Tenth.  Why  did  the  Soviet  aid  and 
induce  the  Red  Chinese  to  use  their 
military  power  against  South  Korea,  re¬ 
sulting  in  death  and  injury  to  thousands 
of  American  boys? 

Eleventh.  Why  did  the  Soviet  encour¬ 
age  the  Red  Chinese  in  the  bombard¬ 
ment  and  killing  of  innocent  people  at 
the  Quemoy  and  Matsu  Islands? 

Twelfth.  What  is  the  explanation  for 
the  mass  and  merciless  murder  of  the 
freedom  fighters  of  Hungary,  Poland, 
and  East  Germany,  who  were  fighting 
for  liberation  in  those  respective  coun¬ 
tries? 

I  do  not  contemplate,  as  a  member  of 
tfre  Committee  on  Foreign  Relations,  al¬ 
lowing  a  crafty  leader  of  a  Communist 
government  to  point  the  finger  of  sus- 
picioirvand  guilt  toward  our  Nation, 
when  tire  hands  of  that  person  are  drip¬ 
ping  witlVthe  blood  of  innocent  people. 


THE  RIGHT  TO  CRITICIZE 

Mrs.  SMITH^  Mr.  President,  it  was 
almost  10  yearsNigo  on  June  1,  1950, 
when  I  made  what  ultimately  was  re¬ 
ferred  to  as  the  ‘declaration  of  con¬ 
science,”  In  that  statement  I  stated  my 
disagreement  with  somfe  segments  of  my 
own  Republican  Party  oVa  certain  politi¬ 
cal  tactics.  In  that  statement  I  said 
that  I  believed  in  certain  basic  rights — - 
among  them  being  the  rightVo  criticize, 
the  right  to  protest  and  th\ right  of 
independent  thought. 

I  still  believe  in  those  righf^— -and 
that  the  Democrats  should  have  \hem 
in  the  fullest  extent  for  criticizingVhe 
Republican  administration.  I  do  net 
believe  that  anyone  should  have  ta 
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appear,  out  of  loyalty,  to  condone  be¬ 
havior  with  which  he  takes  issue. 

*  believe  that  the  Republican  admin¬ 
istration  is  subject  to  criticism  on  the 
handling  of  the  U-2  affair — and  conse¬ 
quently  fair  game  politically  for  the 
Democrats.  I  do  not  believe  the  Demo¬ 
crats  should  be  silenced  by  a  loyalty  gag. 

Instead  I  believe  that  full  and  open 
discussion  is  in  the  best  interest  of  our 
country  <and  our  people.  I  believe  that 
honestly  '.expressed  difference  of  opin¬ 
ion — constructively  expressed  difference 
of  opinion*— should  never  be  smothered. 
I  believe  tfoat  the  opposition  party  has 
the  obligation  to  criticize  that  with 
which  it  doels  not  agree. 

I  believe  tnat  private  citizens  are  to 
be  commended  for  speaking  their  minds 
whether  by  letters  to  the  newspapers, 
publicly,  or  by\letters  to  their  Senators 
and  Representatives. 

Yes,  Mr.  President,  I  believe  in  speak¬ 
ing  up  when  I  disagree  with  the  Presi¬ 
dent  of  the  United  States  even  though 
he  be  the  head  of\the  political  party  of 
which  I  am  a  member.  I  have  done  it 
in  the  past.  I  have  done  it  today  in 
voting  to  override  his  veto  of  the  de¬ 
pressed  areas  bill.  A  shall  do  it  in  the 
future. 

But,  Mr.  President,  fai  my  belief  in  the 
full  right  to  disagree  and  criticize,  I  do 
not  believe  that  President  Eisenhower 
has  disgraced  the  United  States,  as  was 
implied  on  the  floor  of  ftjie  Senate  yes¬ 
terday. 

I  do  not  believe  that  the  overwhelm¬ 
ing  majority  of  the  people  W  Maine  be¬ 
lieve  that  President  Eisenhower  has  dis¬ 
graced  the  United  States,  as\was  implied 
on  the  floor  of  the  Senate  yesterday. 

Nor  do  I  believe  in  publicizing  and  up¬ 
holding  the  slur  made  upon  thaPresident 
of  the  United  States,  as  was  done  yes¬ 
terday  on  the  floor  of  the  Senate,  with 
the  reading  into  the  Record  of  the  state¬ 
ment  that  “we  had  better  start  sleeting 
Presidents  who  are  young  enough  \o  keep 
their  wits  until  they  finish  their  terms.” 
Nor  do  I  believe  that  the  overwhelming 
majority  of  the  people  of  Maine 
scribe  to  such  a  slurring  stater 
against  the  President  of  the  Ur 
States. 

I  believe  that  the  administration's 
subject  to  criticism  on  the  handling  af 
the  U-2  affair.  But  I  want  no  part  o\ 
slurring  statements  charging  the  Presi¬ 
dent  with  disgracing  the  United  States,! 
and  reflecting  upon  his  mentality. 


AGRICULTURAL  AND  FARM  CREDIT 

ADMINISTRATION  APPROPRIA¬ 
TIONS,  19G1 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Chair  lays  before  the  Senate  the  un¬ 
finished  business. 

The  Senate  resumed  the  consideration 
of  the  bill  (H.R.  12117)  making  appro¬ 
priations  for  the  Department  of  Agri¬ 
culture  and  Farm  Credit  Administration 
for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1961, 
and  for  other  purposes. 

Mr.  MORSE.  Mr.  President,  if  I  may 
have  the  attention  of  the  Senator  from 
Georgia,  unfortunately  an  emergency 
matter  has  arisen  which  will  take  me 
from  the  floor  of  the  Senate,  and  I  have 


a  statement  on  the  agriculture  bill  which 
I  shall  ask  to  insert  in  the  Record. 
However,  there  happens  to  be  one  spe¬ 
cial  question  which  I  would  like  to  have 
answered  by  the  Senator  from  Georgia. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  I  shall  be  glad  to  an¬ 
swer  the  question  if  I  can. 

Mr.  MORSE.  May  I  say  now,  as  I 
said  in  my  statement,  that  there  is  not 
a  single  Senator  who  does  not  appreci¬ 
ate  the  wonderful  work  which  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Georgia  [Mr.  Russell]  has 
done  on  the  argicultural  appropriation, 
as  he  has  done  in  so  many  yeaz-s  past. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  I  thank  the  distin¬ 
guished  Senator  from  Oregon  for  that 
1  commendation. 

Mr.  MORSE.  In  the  course  of  my 
|  statement  I  would  have  observed : 

"I  am  happy  to  see  that  the  committee 
has  seen  fit  to  institute  a  pilot  program  for 
estimates  on  tomatoes  and  celery.  In  this 
connection  I  can  only  express  my  hope  again 
to  the  distinguished  chairman  of  the  sub¬ 
committee  that  this  action  this  year  may 
break  the  logjam  whioh  has  precluded  the 
Department  of  Agriculture  from  submitting 
requests  for  funds  to  provide  crop  reports 
upon  our  cane  and  bushberry  production. 
Can  the  chairman  provide  me  with  any  sug¬ 
gestions  as  to  how  those  of  us  who  recog¬ 
nize  the  importance  of  these  small  fruits 
to  the  agricultural  economy  of  our  States, 
may  further  impress  the  Department  with 
our  needs  in  this  area? 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  The  distinguished 
Senator  from  Oregon  will  recall  that 
last  year,  I  believe,  we  included  some 
funds  in  the  appropriation  bill  for  this 
purpose. 

Mr.  MORSE.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  The  Department  has 
taken  a  rather  dim  view  of  the  proposal. 

The  department  officials  seem  to  be 
very  dubious  about  the  value  and  the 
necessity  for  it.  All  that  we  have  been 
able  to  get  from  them  is  a  statement 
that  they  would  furnish  us  with  a  report 
as  to  the  yearend  production,  and  would 
begin  developing  a  plan  for  a  reporting 
service  that  they  would  submit  if  the 
Congress  desired  to  adopt  a  more  com¬ 
plete  program. 

Mr.  MORSE.  There  is  no  question 
about  the  fact  that  the  chairman  of  the 
subcommittee  has  made  clear  that  he 
thinks  we  should  have  such  reports. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  Last  year  the  sub¬ 
committee  added  language  in  the  com¬ 
mittee  report  that  within  the  amount 
provided  in  the  bill,  that  the  Depart¬ 
ment  should  institute  this  program. 
The  matter  was  brought  up  in  the  hear¬ 
ings  again  this  year,  and  we  were  told 
that  they  would  make  yearend  reports 
as  to  the  total  production  and  would 
submit  to  us  next  year  some  plan  for  a 
reporting  service. 

Mr.  MORSE.  I  thank  the  Senator 
from  Georgia  very  much.  I  intend  to 
continue  to  press  for  Agricultural  De¬ 
partment  approval  of  this  request.  In 
my  state  it  is  of  importance. 

The  people  in  the  fruit  and  berry  in¬ 
dustry  of  my  State,  in  my  judgment,  are 
entitled  to  this  service  from  our  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Agriculture.  Again  I  wish  to 
thank  the  Senator  from  Georgia  for  the 
assistance  he  has  been  to  us.  I  am 
pleased  to  repeat  on  the  floor  of  the 
Senate  what  I  have  said  to  farm  groups 
in  Oregon,  that  we  have  not  a  better 


friend  in  the  Senate  Committee  on  Agri¬ 
culture  than  the  Senator  from  Georgia, 
the  chairman  of  the  subcommittee,  and 

I  am  sure  he  will  do  everything  he  can 
to  be  of  assistance  to  us  in  getting  the 
reports  we  have  been  pleading  for. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  I  am  grateful  to  the 
Senator  for  his  remarks.  Because  of 
the  condition  in  which  the  farmers  of 
this  country  find  themselves  today,  there 
is  very  little  Congress  can  do  for  them. 
Therefore,  I  have  felt  a  greater  desire  to 
assist  them  in  such  ways  as  I  can  in  the 
appropriation  bill  in  view  of  the  fact  that 
we  have  been  unable  to  secure  the  two- 
thirds  vote  necessary  to  enact  new  legis¬ 
lation  over  the  President’s  vetoes. 

Mr.  MORSE.  I  thank  the  Senator. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  unanimous  con¬ 
sent  that  there  be  printed  in  the  Record 
at  this  point  in  my  remarks  the  state¬ 
ment  I  prepared  to  use  in  the  debate  this 
afternoon. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  state¬ 
ment  was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

Statement  by  Senator  Morse 

The  distinguished  Senator  from  Georgia 
and  his  colleagues  have  earned  our  thanks 
for  having  Improved  the  agricultural  appro¬ 
priations  bill  in  many  particulars  as  the  re¬ 
sult  of  their  study.  Those  of  us  who  hail 
from  the  Western  States  particularly  would 
commend  the  increases  which  have  been 
provided  for  soil  and  water  research  and 
facility  needs.  The  increase  of  $495,800  for 
this  program  for  operating  funds  and  the 
$200,000  for  the  development  of  plans  and 
specifications  for  needed  construction  at  ex¬ 
isting  facilities  are  sound  expenditures. 

The  $25,000  for  a  further  step-up  in  the 
sheep  scabies  eradication  program  and  the 
$19  million  provided  for  brucellosis  eradica¬ 
tion  will  both  be  welcomed  by  many  Oregon 
farmers.  Likewise  the  committee  action  to 
restore  the  full  amount  of  the  budget  re¬ 
quest  for  State  experiment  stations  is  laud¬ 
able.  Even  though  the  increase  for  this 
purpose  is  over  a  million  dollars  more  than 
allowed  by  the  House,  it  is  justifiable. 

The  Extension  Service  increase  of  $1.13 
million  over  the  budget  reflects  a  confidence 
in  the  importance  of  this  vital  program 
which  is  shared  by  a  great  many  of  us  who 
have  profited  by  the  advice  and  counsel  of 
our  own  extension  agents.  I  am  particularly 
gratified  that  the  committee  is  recommend¬ 
ing  $250,000  over  the  budget  estimate  to  per¬ 
mit  the  staffing  of  20  additional  soil  conser¬ 
vation  districts.  Letters  from  every  part  of 
my  State  have  told  me  of  the  difficulty  faced 
by  existing  d'stricts  as  SCS  personnel  were 
spread  thin  to  service  the  districts  being 
newly  organized.  Small  watershed  protec¬ 
tion  funds,  a  million  and  a  quarter  over  the 
budget  estimate,  and  $9,250,000  over  fiscal 
1960  will  be  of  great  help  in  protecting  this 
most  important  natural  resource. 

The  $18  million  provided  by  both  House 
and  Senate  for  flood  prevention  work  in  the 

II  authorized  watersheds,  is  $3  million  more 
than  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  was  willing 
to  recommend.  Here,  too,  in  my  judgment 
the  committee  took  action  in  the  public 
interest. 

The  Agricultural  Marketing  Service  recom¬ 
mendations  of  the  committee,  especially 
those  relating  to  accelerating  the  lamb-on- 
feed  reports  will  be  particularly  Important 
to  many  sheepmen  of  our  Western  area. 

Both  the  Rural  Electrification  Adminis¬ 
tration  and  the  Farmers  Home  Administra¬ 
tion  increases  are  to  be  commended  highly. 
The  services  provided  by  these  agencies  to 
our  farmers  are  among  the  finest  contribu¬ 
tions  made  by  any  of  the  farm  agencies. 
Both  agencies  have  in  the  past  striven  to. 
help  the  farmer  to  help  himself  in  the  im- 
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provement  and  modernization  of  his  farm¬ 
stead.  Both  are  based  upon  sound  financial 
principles,  and  each  needs  to  have  its  opera¬ 
tions  extended. 

The  soil  and  water  loan  program  of  Farm¬ 
ers  Home  Administration  has  been  espe¬ 
cially  helpful  to  many  of  our  farmers,  in 
the  past,  and,  in  my  judgment,  as  funds  and 
personnel  to  administer  them  are  made  in¬ 
creasingly  available,  the  productive  use  of 
this  financial  resource  will  again  increase. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  I  yield. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  I  merely  wish  to 
join  with  the  Senator  from  Oregon  [Mr. 
Morse],  first  in  his  well-merited  com¬ 
mendation  of  the  Senator  from  Georgia 
for  his  great  work  on  this  appropria¬ 
tion  bill  for  the  Department  of  Agri¬ 
culture. 

Second,  I  testified  before  the  Subcom¬ 
mittee  on  Agricultural  Appropriations 
in  connection  with  the  expansion  of  the 
crop  reporting  service,  particularly  for 
the  crops  which  were  mentioned,  that 
is,  the  small  fruits  that  are  presently 
not  given  the  reporting  services  that  are 
required  for  good  economic  program¬ 
ing. 

The  State  of  Minnesota  is  one  of  the 
17  States  which  we  call  the  small  fruit- 
producing  States,  which  vitally  need 
this  service.  The  people  have  asked  me 
to  make  representations  to  the  appro¬ 
priate  committees,  which  I  have  done. 
As  I  understand,  and  as  I  have  told  our 
constituents,  so  far  as  new  legislation 
is  concerned,  there  is  adequate  author¬ 
ity  right  now  to  do  this  job,  and  the 
committees  and  the  Congress  have  pro¬ 
vided  funds  to  make  at  least  a  begin¬ 
ning  on  this  job,  but  the  resistance  is 
in  the  Department  of  Agriculture  where, 
despite  the  authority  and  the  funds,  no 
effort  has  been  made  to  adopt  a  pro¬ 
gram.  Is  that  correct? 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  The  Department  has 
not  approved  any  part  of  this  program 
even  though  it  has  had  substantial  sup¬ 
port.  The  Senator  from  Minnesota  [Mr. 
Humphrey]  as  well  as  the  Senator  from 
Oregon  [Mr.  Morse]  have  both  been  be¬ 
fore  the  committee  on  two  different  oc¬ 
casions,  I  believe. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  The  Senator  is 
correct. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  They  have  urged 
some  action,  and  the  committee  has 
been  impressed  to  the  extent  that  it 
recommended  in  last  year’s  committee 
report  that  the  Department  make  some 
start  on  reporting  on  these  small-fruit 
crops. 

We  feel  that  in  view  of  the  attitude  of 
the  Department  of  Agriculture  we  are 
making  as  much  progress  as  we  can  at 
the  present  time.  ,  We  will  get  the  year- 
end  report  this  year — which  we  have  not 
had  before — and  we  will  have  submitted 
next  year  a  program  for  a  more  complete 
reporting  service  for  fruits  and  berries. 
I  must  say,  however,  that  we  have  no 
assurance  the  department  will  approve 
such  a  program. 


DIRTY  WORH  OP  DOCTORS  OP 
ALEXANDRIA,  VA. 

Mr.  MORJ/  Mr.  President,  I  have 
received  a  c/y  of  a  letter  from  Mr.  Guy 


L.  Brown,  grand  chief  engineer  of  the 
Brotherhood  of  Locomotive  Engineers, 
which  he  has  sent  to  Hon.  Arthur  S. 
Flemming,  Secretary  of  Health,  Educa¬ 
tion,  and  Welfare,  in  regard  to  a  very  sad 
case  of  an  old  person  who  is  living  in 
great  misery  these  days  because  of  a 
failure,  in  my  judgment,  on  the  part  of 
the  Government  of  the  United  States  to 
carry  out  its  moral  obligation  to  the  old 
people  of  America. 

I  think  this  case  is  what  we  can  call  a 
very  fitting  exhibit  of  our  dereliction  as 
a  Congress  in  respect  to  a  duty  which  we 
ov/e  the  old  people  of  this  country. 

I  ask  that  there  be  inserted  at  this 
point  in  my  remarks  a  letter  from  Guy  L. 
Brown,  grand  chief  engineer.  Brother¬ 
hood  of  Locomotive  Engineers,  to  Hon. 
Arthur  S.  Flemming,  Secretary  of 
Health,  Education,  and  Welfare,  dated 
May  13,  1960,  and  a  copy  of  the  letter 
which  this  elderly  person  had  sent  to 
Mr.  Brown,  in  the  first  instance,  which 
caused  Mr.  Brown  to  write  the  letter  to 
Mr.  Flemming. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  letters 
were  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Rec- 
Vrd,  as  follows: 

\  Brotherhood  of 

\  Locomotive  Engineers,  / 

\  Cleveland,  Ohio,  May  13,  1960 / 

Hon.  Arthur  S.  Flemming,  / 

Secretainbof  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare, 
Washington,  D.C.  / 

Dear  Mr\  Secretary  :  X  am  attaining  a 
Verifax  copyNef  letter  addressed  tonne  by  a 
member  of  th\ Brotherhood  of  locomotive 
Engineers  livingSjn  Alexandria/Va.,  which 
as  you  will  see  describes  one/>f  the  most 
pitiful  conditions  l\have  evejr  seen. 

It  does  not  seem  possible  t hat  a  condition 
such  as  this  can  exist  irv  these  United  States, 
and  my  purpose  in  bringing  this  to  your  at¬ 
tention  is  with  the  hoj/\hat  it  is  evidence 
that  will  in  turn  be  /lpful  in  progressing 
legislation  to  assist  /ur  oldev  citizens  who 
have  through  no  f/lt  of  thei\  own  arrived 
in  the  position  in /which  this  mm  now  finds 
himself.  If  anything  can  be  cloneSto  relieve 
this  specific  case  certainly  it  will  bte  appre¬ 
ciated  not  only  by  the  man  himself ^ut  by 
us.  /  \ 

I  am  furnishing  our  national  legislative 
representative,  Mr.  John  W.  Turner,  room 
816  Labor  Building,  400  First  Street,  NWjs 
Washington,  (phone  District  7-7936)  with 
a  cop/of  this  letter  and  also  a  Verifax  of 
the  ietter  from  Mr.  Layman.  If  he  can  be 
of  smy  assistance  to  you  do  not  hesitate  to 
ca tl  upon  him. 

/ 1  will  appreciate  any  action  you  may  take. 
'  Sincerely  yours, 

Guy  L.  Brown, 

Grand  Chief  Engineer. 

Dirty  Work  of  Doctors  of  Alexandria,  Va. 
To  All  Members  of  Our  Grand  Lodge. 

Dear  Sir  and  Brothers:  As  I  am  a  retired 
engine  man,  70  years  of  age.  Spent  35  years 
on  engine  out  of  Alexandria,  Va.,  and  now 
nothing  but  a  wreck.  I  lost  my  wife  in  1955 
on  Thanksgiving  Day.  At  that  time  we  were 
both  in  hospital  for  2  months  which  the 
doctors,  druggists,  hospital  and  undertaker 
took  all  my  life’s  savings,  left  me  flat.  Since 
then  my  health  hasn’t  been  any  too  good 
and  at  present  time  I  manage  to  get  to 
bathroom  on  two  crutches.  I  draw  $164.20 
pension,  pay  house  rent  $107,  water,  light, 
'and  fuel  so  you  see  that  doesn’t  leave  much 
to  live  on,  pay  doctors  and  hospitals. 

On  April  8,  1960,  I  got  down  almost  help¬ 
less  in  both  legs  which  comes  from  bad 
circulation,  legs  were  injured  when  on 
engine  about  20  years  past.  Today  I  sit 


here  unable  to  get  a  doctor  to  come  to  my 
home  to  examine  me  or  try  to  give  me/a 
little  relief,  just  sit  for  day  suffering  with 
swollen  stomach,  short  of  breath,  pains  in 
legs  severe.  And  every  doctor  I  ca /  says 
they  don’t  make  any  home  calls,  toy  me  to 
meet  them  in  the  hospital.  Firs /  place  I 
can’t  walk  on  second  floor,  canno/get  down 
steps  and  on  $60  how  can  I  get  /  any  hos¬ 
pital,  $25  a  day,  doctor  $8,  ai/ulance  $10 
each  way,  bottle  of.  pills  $/or  $10,  then 
other  expenses.  It  Is  impossible  to  get  any 
help  or  relief.  Therefore/ 1  sit  here  and 
suffer  day  and  night.  I  /nave  carried  hos¬ 
pitalization  with  American  Assurance  So¬ 
ciety  of  Richmond,  Va./or  30  years  or  more. 
When  the  hospitals  j/nped  to  $25  I  was  63. 
I  tried  to  increas/ my  amount  like  the 
younger  ones  did  b/t  nothing  doing,  so  I  get 
$11  for  so  many  /ys  in  hospital.  This  may 
not  do  any  goc/  now  but  do  hope  it  may 
help  ,6cme  on/n  the  future,  or  in  making 
laws  to  hel/ the  disabled  pensioned  men. 
I  have  wro/  my  condition  up  to  Senator 
Bkoyhill  and  told  or  tried  to  show  him  the 
dirty  wo/  of  the  doctors  in  this  city  right 
in  the  /nadows  of  the  Capitol  doors.  I  do 
know  /iat  there  is  cases  of  illness  that  re- 
quir/  the  hospital  and  there  is  an  untold 
nuolber  sent  to  hospital  that  are  not  able  to 
p/,  that  can  be  treated  at  home  by  the 
doctor  and  traveling  nurses.  They  are  not 
(Treating  the  traveling  nurse  as  they  should 
yet  every  time  you  turn  around  or  pick  up  a 
paper  they  are  begging  for  donations  to 
build  another  hospital.  The  doctors  have  a 
hospital  here  but  a  poor  man  cannot  stand 
their  fees. 

It  sure  looks  hard.  I  owe  no  man  one 
cent,  have  no  bills  whatever  and  in  my  old 
age  and  crippled  up  I  can’t  get  a  doctor  to 
come  in  and  wait  on  me.  The  doctors  call 
at  home  all  out  through  the  country  but 
nothing  but  colored  doctors  will  call  in 
Alexandria  and  but  few  of  them  only  treats 
venereal  diseases  and  the  whites  is  afraid 
of  them.  About  all  they  give  you  is  a  bottle 
of  dope  to  numb  you.  I  have  one  of  them 
next  door  to  me  here. 

If  you  see  fit  at  any  time  to  put  this  where 
it  can  cause  laws  to  be  made  to  give  us  dis¬ 
abled  men  some  medical  help  you  can  use 
every  word  of  this  with  my  name  signed  to 
it  as  I  can  prove  it.  There  sure  must  be  a 
clique  between  the  doctors  and  hospitals 
and  half  the  time  in  Alexandria  hospitals 
halls  are  full  of  maternity  cases,  and  maybe 
a  curtain  around  you  a  few  minutes  then 
move  it  to  another  one.  And  the  hospitals 
here  are  after  the  city  all  the  time  as  there 
ds  an  immense  bill  against  the  city  that  the 
CUy  has  to  send  there  down-and-out  desti- 
tirtes. 

I  nope  both  or  all  pensions  will  soon  form 
some Nind  of  relief  to  help  the  poor  and 
aged  and  force  the  doctors  to  help  charity. 
All  stop  >and  think  a  doctor  charging  you 
$15  to  $35Npr  a  physical  exam  just  because 
he  has  put  \  speciality  to  his  name. 

Brothers,  l\lo  hope  that  my  few  words 
here  will  be  orvsome  help  to  cut  out  the 
dirty  work  of  th^doctors  as  they  are  doing 
and  try  to  give  trae  people  a  little  service. 
I  pray  to  our  God  forSaelp. 

Yours  fraternally 

\  A.  J.  Layman. 


AREA  REDEVELOPMBNT— VETO 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Mr.  president,  I 
deeply  regret  that  the  Senate  did  not 
override  the  President’s  veto  oX  the  so- 
called  depressed  areas  bill.  I  hackhoped 
to  participate  in  that  debate,  but  be¬ 
cause  of  the  limitations  of  time,  thiNvas 
not  possible.  The  arguments  which*.  I 
heard  advanced  to  sustain  the  President 
tial  veto  only  further  convinced  me  thatr 
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there  is  an  urgent  need  for  the  type  of 
legislatnm  which  was  passed  in  both 
Houses  and  sent  to  the  President.  It  is 
my  understanding  that  the  so-called  ad- 
ministrationVbill  is  before  one  of  the 
committees  onCongress,  and  I  hope  that 
that  committeeSjvill  act. 

I  hope  that  in \he  process  of  acting,  it 
will  add  amendments  which  are  a  part 
of  the  bill  that  theVresident  vetoed.  I 
do  not  believe  Congress  should  retreat 
1  inch.  I  believe  I  hasm  some  personal 
knowledge  from  personal  observation  in 
several  States  of  the  Unior^as  to  the  need 
for  legislation  along  the  Imes  of  that 
we  passed  in  Congress  on  t\o  separate 
occasions,  not  this  halfhearted,  weak, 
and  totally  inadequate  proposal  ad¬ 
vanced  by  the  administration.  \ 


U.S.  LEADERSHIP  FOR  PEACE— THE 
WORLD  COURT  \ 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Mr.  President,  the 
Wichita,  Kans.,  Morning  Eagle  has  used 
the  recent  comments  of  an  Indian  diplo¬ 
mat  to  point  up  most  effectively  the  basic 
contradiction  between  American  state¬ 
ments  and  actions  as  the  leader  of  ef¬ 
forts  to  secure  peace  with  justice  and  the 
American  failure  to  recognize  the  ap¬ 
propriate  role  of  the  World  Court  in  this 
effort. 

Mr.  President  I  ask  unanimous  con¬ 
sent  that  an  editorial  from  the  Wichita 
Morning  Eagle  of  May  9  1960  entitled 
“U.S.  and  World  Court,”  be  printed  in 
the  Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  editorial 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows : 

U.S.  and  World  Cotjrt 

Indian  Ambassador  Chagla  chides  the 
United  States  for  making  a  mockery  of  the 
International  Court  of  Justice  by  restrictions 
on  its  jurisdictions.  This  refers  to  the  so- 
called  Connally  amendment  reserving  to  the 
United  States  the  right  to  determine  whether 
a  dispute  is  essentially  a  domestic  matter 
and  not  subject  to  adjudication  by  the  World 
Court. 

“You  must  not  forget,”  said  the  Indian 
Ambassodor,  “that  the  United  States  claims 
to  be  the  leader  of  the  free  world.  She 
wants  peace  but  peace  with  justice,  and  how 
can  you  ever  have  justice  if  the  only  forum 
which  can  settle  international  disputes  is 
reduced  to  a  humiliating  position  where 
it  cannot  entertain  any  disputes  which  ought 
to  be  properly  decided  by  it?” 

President  Eisenhower,  Vice  President 
Nixon,  the  American  Bar  Association  anfU 
many  others  have  advocated  repeal  of  ibis 
amendment.  Senator  Hubert  Humphrey, 
Democrat,  of  Minnesota,  has  a  repeal  resolu¬ 
tion  pending  in  the  Senate.  It  is  vigorously 
opposed  by  many  powerful  organizations  as  a 
surrender  of  U.S.  sovereignty.  / 

But  the  Indian  diplomat  is  right  in  saying 
that  the  World  Court  will  newer  amount  to 
much  until  the  United  States;  and  all  other 
nations  supposedly  adhering1' to  it,  use  it  as 
an  instrument  for  the  adjudication  of  inter¬ 
national  disputes.  No  doubt  a  few  well  pub¬ 
licized  decisions  by  the  o6urt  would  accustom 
the  peoples  of  many  Nations  to  the  rulings 
of  a  body  designed  m  promote  world  order. 


RETENTION / OF  THE  CONNALLY 
AMENDMENT— PRO  AND  CON 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Mr.  President,  two 
distinguished  American  lawyers,  both 
past  presidents  of  the  American  Bar 


Association,  debated  in  the  columns  of 
the  Christian  Science  Monitor  of  April 
28,  1960,  the  question:  “Should  the  Con¬ 
nally  Amendment  Be  Retained?” 

This  exchange  between  Frank  E.  Hol¬ 
man,  arguing  for  retention;  and  Charles 
S.  Rhyne,  arguing  for  repeal  as  called 
for  in  my  proposal,  Senate  Resolution 
94,  is  a  great  service  to  the  responsible 
discussion  of  methods  for  peaceful  set¬ 
tlement  of  disputes  among  nations.  The 
participants  and  the  Monitor  are  to  be 
complimented  on  presenting  it. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  unanimous  con¬ 
sent  that  this  most  interesting  and  val¬ 
uable  debate  be  printed  in  the  Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  text  of 
the  debate  was  ordered  to  be  printed  in 
the  Record,  as  follows: 

Should  the  Connally  Amendment  Be 
Retained? 

(At  the  request  of  the  Christian.  Science 
Monitor,  two  prominent  American  lawyers 
have  agreed  to  present  this  written  debate 
Non  the  question  of  whether  to  retain  the 
Oonnally  amendment.  This  is  the  amend¬ 
ment  which  specifies  that  the  jurisdiction  of 
theVnternational  Court  of  Justice  shall  not 
&PPl3\“to  matters  *  *  *  essentially  within 
the  domestic  jurisdiction  of  the  United 
States  ak  determined  by  the  United  States./* 
Both  debaters  are  former  presidents  of  t/e 
American  Bar  Association.)  / 

Varguments  for  / 

(ByNjPrank  E.  Holman)  / 
Nature\f  the  reservation/ 

The  United  Natosms  Charter,  iiy4stablish- 
ing  a  World  Court, Naccorded,  it  /o  compul¬ 
sory  jurisdiction  except  as  eaclynation  agrees 
in  a  “declaration”  deposited  With  the  Secre¬ 
tary-General.  The  U.S.  eteejaration  reserved 
the  right  to  determine  \*en  a  particular 
matter  is  domestic  and  Wmace  not  properly 
a  subject  of  international  control. 

Domestic  questions  p/otectedSby  the  Con¬ 
nally  r/servation  X 

Immigration:  Tly: reservation  prevents  the 
Court  holding  th/t  the  United  Stales,  con¬ 
trary  to  its  immigration  laws,  mustSabsorb 
nationals  from/overpopulated  areas— China, 
India  and  elsewhere.  \ 

Tariffs:  Traditionally  a  domestic  matrvr; 
yet  this  affects  world  commerce.  Without 
the  reservation,  the  Court  could  treat  tariff X 
as  international,  and  regulate  them. 

OS/ore  rights:  These  involve  fisheries,  oil 
and  Zither  natural  resources.  The  Court 
couffl  internationalize  offshore  rights,  hold¬ 
ing  they  should  be  shared  with  other  na¬ 
tions. 

'  Panama  Canal:  Its  control  is  essential  to 
the  safety  and  welfare  of  the  United  States. 
We  paid  for  it.  Without  the  reservation,  the 
Court  could  internationalize  this  strategic 
waterway. 

Foreign  aid:  The  World  Court  has  juris¬ 
diction  over  breaches  of  international  obli¬ 
gation  and  the  nature  and  extent  of  repara¬ 
tion.  The  United  Nations  Charter  contains 
many  humanitarian  obligations — commit¬ 
ting  nations  to  promoting  full  employment 
and  social  and  economic  progress  for  all  peo¬ 
ples  of  the  world.  Undeveloped  nations 
could  complain  we  have  not  complied  with 
such  obligations,  and  the  Court  could  grant 
reparations  therefor. 

It  is  said  the  Court  can  be  trusted  to  treat 
such  matters  as  domestic.  This  is  unlikely, 
as  demonstrated  by  the  known  activities  of 
the  Human  Rights  Commission. 

Comparison  between  World  Court  and  Com¬ 
mission  on  Human  Rights 

Actually,  the  World  Court  is  not  a  court. 
No  tribunal  functions  as  a  court  where  not 
bound  or  guided  by  definite  rules  of  law. 
Formulating  its  own  rules,  it  adjudicates  ac¬ 


cording  to  the  individual  concepts  and  na-. 
tional  interests  of  its  members.  r 

The  Court  is  only  an  international  ctyn- 
mission  of  15  members — one  each  firom 
United  States,  Great  Britain,  and  Australia— 
others  from  United  Arab  Republic,  Nadffonal- 
ist  China,  Greece,  Poland,  France, /Mexico, 
Panama,  Argentina,  Uruguay,  Norway,  Paki¬ 
stan,  and  the  Soviet  Union.  / 

The  Human  Rights  Commission  also  had 
one  member  each  from  the  United  States, 
Australia,  and  Great  Britain.  Like  the 
Court,  other  members  carrye  from  countries 
having  different  historical  and  legal  back¬ 
grounds  not  fitting  them/to  appreciate  what, 
to  us,  is  domestic  rather  than  international 
in  character.  / 

Why  should  the  Zourt  approach  matters 
differently  than  /lie  Commission,  whose 
members  were  lik/wise  distinguished  citizens 
of  their  respective  countries — a  number  also 
able  lawyers’/  The  Commission  reflected 
their  differing  historical  and  legal  back¬ 
grounds  so /that,  regardless  of  charter  pro¬ 
hibitions  /like  art.  2,  subpar.  7),  against  in¬ 
tervention  in  matters  essentially  within  the 
domestic  jurisdiction,  they  formulated 
various  conventions  violating  such  charter 
provisions.  The  Court,  man  for  man  and 
in /the  aggregate,  represents  no  different 
a/ility  or  integrity  than  did  the  Human 
/tights  Commission. 

'  The  difficulty  is  inherent  in  both  in¬ 
stances.  Nations  like  Pakistan,  United 
Arab  Republic,  Greece,  Lebanon,  Poland, 
South  American  countries,  and  the  Soviet 
Union  are  grounded  in  systems  of  law  not 
fitting  them  to  understand  what  to  us  is  a 
domestic  matter. 

Among  many  unbelievable  results  in  the 
Commission’s  deliberations  was  that,  after 
400  meetings,  the  majority  refused  to  in¬ 
clude  in  the  Human  Rights  Covenant  any 
provision  recognizing  the  basic  American 
right  to  own  private  property  and  be  secure 
in  its  enjoyment  against  arbitrary  seizure  by 
government. 

In  connection  with  many  other  American 
concepts  like  freedom  of  speech  and  of  press, 
a  majority  of  the  Commission,  in  formulating 
covenants,  so  little  understood  our  concepts 
that  these  freedoms,  rather  than  being  recog¬ 
nized  and  protected,  were  highly  restricted 
to  conform  to  a  common  denominator  agree¬ 
able  to  the  political  systems  of  other  counties. 

Violations  of  the  letter  and  the  spirit  of  the 
charter 

At  first,  Americans  believed  the  charter 
^provisions  sufficiently  protected  our  control 
Over  our  domestic  affairs.  Soon,  disillusion- 
rniMit  followed. 

JShn  P.  Humphrey,  Director  of  the  Human 
Rights  Commission,  stated  (January  1943) 
that  tpe  Commission  proposed  to  establish  a 
supernaHonal  supervision  over  the  relation¬ 
ship  of  a\tate  to  its  citizens — a  matter  “tra¬ 
ditionally  Vithin  the  domestic  jurisdiction 
of  nations. 

Moses  Mosaowitz,  of  the  United  Nations 
staff,  stated  (Viril  1949)  that,  under  the 
official  view,  anyNnatter  becoming  the  subject 
of  a  U.N.  conventron  or  even  of  a  resolution 
ceased  to  be  a  "maXer  essentially  within  the 
jurisdiction  of  a  mdmber  state.” 

The  Acheson  State  department  (Publica¬ 
tion  3972)  stated:  "There  is  now  no  longer 
any  real  difference  between  domestic  and 
foreign  affairs.”  \ 

Following  such  pronouncements,  without 
the  Connally  reservation,  namNd  for  its  spon¬ 
sor,  former  Senator  Tom  Connally,  Democrat 
of  Texas,  why  would  the  CourtShesitate  to 
hold  that  domestic  affairs  are  international 
and  hence  subject  toe  adjudication  by  the 
Court?  ^  \ 

Favorite  arguments  for  repeal  of  t\e 
Connally  reservation  \ 

These  arguments  assert  that  in  making  a\l 
retaining  the  reservation,  we  are  guilty  oil 
an  unworthy  act  which  is  a  disturbing  factor \ 
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staffed  not  in  simple  annual  rates  but  in 
dollai\of  purchase  price  a  year.  The  New 
York  law  says  installment  lenders  may  not 
charge  more  for  credit  than  $6  a  year  for 
each  $100  Of  purchase  price. 

It  also  reflects  on  the  Congress.  For,  only 
several  weeksvago,  the  Congress  passed  an 
automobile  insfeallment  loan  law  for  the  Dis¬ 
trict  of  Columbi\that  uses  the  same  method. 


CROWDED  DOCI5ETS  OF  FEDERAL 

courts 

Mr.  ALLOTT.  Mr.  president,  shortly 
after  coming  to  the  Senate,  I  began  an 
effort  aimed  at  providing\nore  realistic 
recognition  of  the  appalhug  problem 
facing  our  Federal  courts.  In  my  own 
State  of  Colorado,  the  backlog  of  cases 
has  forced  litigants  to  wait  as  much  as 
3  or  4  years  before  their  cases  ccH^ic  up 
for  hearing. 

This  situation  is  not  unique  in  \he 
Nation.  Everywhere  we  are  besieged 
jurists  and  lawyers,  by  bar  associations^ 
and  private  citizens  to  provide  the  neces¬ 
sary  relief.  Articles  in  all  media  of  the 
press  have  appeared  almost  universally 
in  favor  of  speedy  action  by  this  Con¬ 
gress  to  create  the  needed  judgeships. 

Mr.  President,  a  very  timely,  clearly 
written  article  of  this  nature  appeared 
in  the  May  15  edition  of  the  Denver  Post. 
Its  author.  Reporter  Tom  Wilson,  who 
-spent  part  of  last  year  here  as  an  in¬ 
tern  in  government  with  the  Congress, 
documents  the  judicial  logjam  in  our 
area  in  a  manner  I  am  sure  will  be  of 
interest  to  all.  So  that  all  Senators  may 
have  the  opportunity  for  study  of  this 
article,  I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  it 
be  printed  in  the  Record  at  this  point  in 
my  remarks. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  article 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows : 

Justice  Impaired  by  Overloaded  Docket  in 
Denver’s  Federal  Court 
(By  Tom  Wilson) 

Justice  delayed  is  justice  denied. 

This  legal  axiom  has  a  special  pertinence 
for  the  U.S.  Federal  District  Court  for  Colo¬ 
rado.  In  this  court,  justice  is  constantly 
delayed  and  therefore,  in  many  cases,  denied. 

The  delay  is  not  deliberate.  The  court’s 
two  judges.  Chief  Judge  Alfred  A.  Arraj  and 
newly  appointed  Judge  Hatfield  Chilson, 
work  long  hours. 

The  court  has  no  summer  recess.  Visiting 
judges  are  brought  from  other  districts  y 
hear  Colorado  cases.  The  pretrial  confer¬ 
ence  and  revised  rules  for  filing  and  admin¬ 
istering  the  legal  actions  have  been  insti¬ 
tuted  to  speed  justice.  / 

But  because  cases  are  filed  at  a  faster  rate 
than  they  can  be  disposed  of,  th/  backlog 
continues — and  grows.  / 

At  the  end  of  July  1957  th/fe  were  314 
civil  cases  and  57  criminal  case/ pending  be¬ 
fore  the  court.  Last  April  30/he  court  faced 
a  backlog  of  427  civil  case/hnd  75  criminal 
actions.  / 

In  fiscal  1959  the  avafage  Federal  judge 
held  nine  criminal  jurj/ trials.  Colorado’s  2 
judges  held  41.  Noidm  and  South  Dakota, 
each  with  two  Federal  judges,  held  eight 
such  trials.  / 

The  delay  part/mlarly  affects  civil  actions. 
The  Federal  Constitution  requires  a  speedy 
trial  for  those /focused  of  criminal  violations. 

Criminal  c/ses,  therefore,  have  precedence 
over  civil  ofeses.  Thus  new  criminal  cases 
push  existing  civil  cases  further  back  on  the 
court’s  d/cket. 


The  court’s  average  of  3  to  4  months  be¬ 
tween  the  filing  of  criminal  complaint  and 
the  beginning  of  trial  is  one  of  the  best  in 
the  Nation,  according  to  Judge  Arraj. 

The  2-year  average  for  civil  cases  is  one 
of  the  worst. 

There  are  many  ways  a  2-year  delay  can 
work  a  hardship  on  a  litigant. 

A  court  trial  is  a  search  for  truth.  Most 
attorneys  agree  the  major  problem  in  a  trial 
is  keeping  the  evidence  as  factual  and  as 
distinct  as  possible. 

Facts  are  presented  by  witnesses  or  by 
documents  presented  by  witnesses.  In  2 
years,  memories  dim,  witnesses  move  or  die. 

The  litigant  is  often  forced  to  pay  for  an 
expensive  search  for  a  witness.  Sometimes 
he  finds  he  cannot  afford  such  a  search  or 
meet  the  cost  of  bringing  the  witness  to 
Denver  for  the  trial. 

And  for  the  lack  of  a  witness  the  case  may 
be  lost. 

Financial  hardships  suffered  by  the 
plaintiff  in  waiting  for  a  civil  damage  trial 
may  lead  to  an  out  of  court  settlement,  at 
a  figure  less  than  just,  because  he  cannot 
afford  to  wait  for  justice. 

A  man  injured  in  an  accident  may  have 
just  claim  for  damages.  He  usually  will 
ive  large  expenses  in  medical  bills  and  loss 
of\ime  on  his  job. 

lough  the  case  must  wait  2  years  for  a 
hearu^g,  the  plaintiff’s  creditors  often  willy 
not.  Thus  a  settlement  that  may  serve  tt 
creditonkbut  not  justice  often  takes  pla/e. 

In  tortxcases,  those  not  involving  con¬ 
tracts,  the  Oefendant  who  must  pay  damages 
does  not  payi  interest  on  them  untyf  they 
are  awarded  at\the  trial. 

In  Colorado  Ncases,  the  defendant  will 
thus  have  the  us^.  of  his  money  for  2  years. 
The  plaintiff  gets\o  compensation  for  the 
delay. 

A  man  who  files  sfKt  in  F/deral  court  to 
compel  a  defendant  tto  comply  with  the 
terms  of  a  contract  or  fleftse  may  find  the 
disputed  agreement  has/Npired  before  the 
trial  is  set. 

The  law  that  establishes  ''toe  district  of 
Colorado  says  that  tfie  court  shrill  hold  ses¬ 
sions  in  Denver,  Dnrango,  Gran's^  Junction, 
Montrose,  Pueblo find  Sterling. 

No  trials  have/been  held  outsid^feof  Den¬ 
ver  for  4  year/  Judge  Arraj  says,  \ecause 
the  court  cannot  afford  the  extra  tim^  the 
judicial  trip/  would  use. 

Litigant/have  been  faced  with  the  ffeht 
that  it  vymld  cost  them  more  to  bring  ther 
attorneys^  witnesses,  and  evidence  to  Denver's 
than  j/ey  would  gain  in  their  suit,  if  they 
won.y 

itstate  attorneys  must  pass  on  clients 
^Denver  associates  because  they  cannot 
fpect  the  clients  to  pay  for  frequent  trips 
Eo  Denver  to  handle  the  many  preliminary 
actions  that  precede  the  actual  trial. 

If  Colorado  were  to  get  a  third  judge,  the 
court  would  resume  outstate  sessions  to  try 
cases  in  the  area  where  they  originated, 
Judge  Arraj  says. 

This  third  judge  solution  has  been  before 
Congress  for  several  years. 

A  bill  to  create  45  new  Federal  judgeships, 
including  one  for  Colorado,  has  been  ap¬ 
proved  by  the  Senate  Judiciary  Committee 
and  is  before  the  same  committee  of  the 
House  of  Representatives. 

But  the  pressure  of  the  early  adjournment 
date,  necessitated  by  the  coming  political 
conventions,  and  the  unwillingness  to  deal 
with  a  major  patronage  plum  just  before 
the  voters  designate  the  relative  strength  of 
the  parties,  will  probably  put  the  issue  off 
until  the  next  Congress. 

Next  year  the  bill’s  chances  may  improve. 

Many  attorneys  believe  that  delay  in  the 
administration  of  justice  is  not  only  unfair 
to  the  persons  involved,  but  may  be  eroding 
away  this  Nation’s  traditional  respect  for 
justice. 


“The  judicial  branch  of  Government 
designed  to  protect  the  rights  of  the  ir 
vidual  citizen,”  U.S.  Attorney  Donal/  G. 
Brotzman  says. 

“The  citizen  should  have  confidence  that 
this  branch  will  assist  him  in  obtaining  his 
basic  legal  rights  and  it  is  important  that 
this  confidence  is  maintained. 

“I  fear  that  as  the  public  experiences  in¬ 
justice  due  to  delay,  their  confidence  in  our 
judicial  system  will  be  diminished  to  the 
detriment  of  our  whole  concept  of  justice.’’ 

Without  a  third  judge/  Judge  Arraj  be¬ 
lieves  the  Colorado  Federal  docket  can  be 
kept  little  more  than  cu/rent. 

This  would  involve  Xhe  continued  use  of 
visiting  judges — an  expensive  and  inefficient 
expedient — and  th/  continued  pressure  of 
the  backlog  on  th/whole  court. 

The  2-year  de/y  for  civil  cases  would  re¬ 
main. 


THE  U-2/SPY  PLANE  INCIDENT  AND 
Tfflf  SUMMIT  CONFERENCE 

Mr. /ALLOTT.  Mr.  President,  I  have 
in  my  hand  an  article  which  is  of  par¬ 
ticular  significance  in  view  of  President 
Eisenhower’s  recent  return  from  Paris. 

rith  the  overwhelming  display  of  affec¬ 
tion  and  national  unity  represented  by 
the  tremendous  crowd  here  in  Wash¬ 
ington  still  fresh  in  our  minds,  with  the 
clarity  of  purpose  and  statesmanship  of 
Mr.  Eisenhower  becoming  more  evident 
every  day,  here  is  one  more  piece  of  evi¬ 
dence  to  add. 

Many  correspondents,  many  spokes¬ 
men,  were  quick  to  leap  upon  the  trap 
baited  by  the  Russians  into  which  we 
were  supposed  to  have  fallen  when  the 
announcement  of  the  U-2  spy  plane  was 
made.  But  the  facts  have  tended  to 
show  a  somewhat  different  picture  in  re¬ 
cent  days  in  light  of  Khrushchev’s  vile 
performance,  his  almost  maniacal  tirade 
before  the  press  in  Paris,  and  his  in¬ 
sistent  hammering  at  a  single,  thread¬ 
bare  theme.  How  threadbare  is  shown 
in  this  article  by  Nicholas  Blatchford 
which  appears  in  the  May  20  edition  of 
the  Washington  Daily  News. 

Mr.  President,  in  a  point-by-point 
countdown,  Mr.  Blatchword  gives  the 
lie  to  Khrushchev’s  tale  of  the  shooting 
>wn  of  the  U-2,  of  his  double  deceit 
during  his  visit  to  this  Nation,  and  of 
the\premier’s  obvious  intention  to 
sabotage  the  summit,  no  matter  what 
the  excuse. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  unanimous  con¬ 
sent  that  the  article  be  reprinted  in  the 
Record  at  this  point  in  my  remarks  so 
that  we  mayShave  its  added  weight  as 
permanent  plspof  of  the  Russian 
premier’s  deceits 

There  being  noNobjection,  the  article 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows: 

Khrushchev  an\  the  Cat 
(By  Nicholas  Blatfehford) 

Khrushchev  made  two  serous  errors  in 
the  raucous  press  conference  i<e  held  after 
the  summit  collapse.  The  firstS^ould  even 
cost  him  his  hide. 

Things  were  going  along  famously— bluff, 
bombast,  threat,  smile,  snarl — whenNa  cor¬ 
respondent  for  the  National  Broadening 
Co.  cleverly  baited  a  trap  for  him — proving 
that  at  least  some  radio-TV  correspondent, 
are  on  the  ball.  And  Khrushchev  promptly 
fell  in — proving  that  he  is  not  always  as  fast 
on  his  feet  as  he  sometimes  seems. 
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P’Why,"  the  NBC  man  asked,  "since  you 
kqew  about  these  (U-2)  flights,  did  you  not 
ten  President  Eisenhower  about  them  and 
ask\bim  to  stop  them  when  you  visited  the 
United  States?” 

It  Vas  a  sneaky  question — sneaky  because 
the  Russian  leaders  had  not  acknowledged, 
to  their  own  people  or  to  anyone  else,  that 
they  knew  of  the  U-2  flights  until  they’d 
broughttone  down. 

Nevertheless,  Khrushchev  waded  right  in, 
saying,  “I  will  answer  that  question  with 
pleasure.”^  He  explained  that  when  he  was 
at  Camp  David  with  Ike  "I  almost  opened 
my  mouth \to  make  that  statement”  but 
then  decide^  “not  to  raise  the  matter  with 
this  friend  oi  mine.” 

The  cat  was  out  of  the  bag.  Here  was  a 
stark  admission  that: 

Khrushchev  ihad  known  about  the  U-2 
flights  ever  sincX  last  fall  and  probably  ever 
since  we  first  started  making  them,  some 
4  years  ago.  Why  did  no  one  demand  a 
public  apology  than? 

He  and  his  cohorts  in  the  Kremlin  had 
concealed  these  “aggressive  espionage  flights” 
from  the  Russian  pebple.  (For  obvious  rea¬ 
sons:  They  couldn't!  knock  the  U-2  down, 
probably  because  it  normally  flies  too  high.) 

The  big  show  of  outrage,  surprise,  shock, 
indignation  and  horrdr  at  the  ill-starred 
flight  of  Pilot  Powers  was,  therefore,  so  much 
eyewash,  a  convenient  Way  to  scuttle  the 
summit  conference  beforfe  it  was  launched. 

We  doubt  that  Khrushchev  will  be  for¬ 
given  this  slip  by  his  sipny-eyed  friends 
back  home. 

The  other  blooper  was  mAde  when  Khru 
shchev  told  the  assembled  Correspondents 
two  true  stores: 

When  he  was  a  child  and  the  family^cat 
would  try  to  mooch  some  cream  his  mother 
“usually  took  the  cat  by  the  of  the 

neck  and  gave  it  a  good  shaking.” 

Apparently  this  left  its  mark  dh  the  boy, 
because  we  find  Khrushchev  co rising  back 
to  the  theme  later  in  the  conference. 

“This  recalls  to  my  mind,”  he  saiJL  “what 
we  used  to  do  in  the  Donbass  wheX  I  was 
the  young  boy.  Whenever  we  caught  a  cat 
in  the  pigeon’s  loft,  we  would  catch  the  cat 
by  its  tail  and  bang  its  head  against  thi  wall 
and  that  was  the  only  way  it  could  be  taVight 
some  sense.”  \ 

With  that  statement,  Khrushchev  proba¬ 
bly  lost  twice  as  much  ground  as  he  Imd 
gained  in  all  his  travels.  We  don’t  just 
mean  he  lost  the  vote  of  all  the  nice,  littl^ 
old  ladies  in  Dubuque,  Iowa. 

It  is  one  thing  for  a  boy  to  swing  a  cat' 
against  a  wall  by  its  tail.  It  is  another 
thing  for  a  grown  man  to  boast  of  it. 


AGRICULTURAL  AND  FARM  CREDIT 
ADMINISTRATION  APPROPRIA¬ 
TIONS,  1961 

The  Senate  resumed  the  consideration 
of  the  bill  (H.R.  12117)  making  appro¬ 
priations  for^the  Department  of  Agri¬ 
culture  and  Farm  Credit  Administration 
for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1961, 
and  for  other  purposes. 

Mr.  HILL.  Mr.  President,  the  pend¬ 
ing  bill  is  a  good  bill,  a  sound  bill,  and 
one  which  will  continue  support  for 
many  of  the  tried  and  proved  programs 
of  American  agriculture.  In  this  bill 
there  is  much  of  the  ability,  much  of  the 
knowledge,  much  of  the  experience,  and 
much  of  the  wisdom  of  the  senior  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Georgia  [Mr.  Russell],  who 
has  served  as  chairman  of  the  Senate 
Agricultural  Appropriation  Subcommit¬ 
tee  since  he  first  came  to  the  Senate  in 
1933. 


Mr.  RUSSELL.  I  might  remind  the 
Senator  from  Alabama  that  for  2  terms, 
unfortunately,  the  electorate  brought 
about  a  Republican  majority  in  the 
Senate. 

Mr.  HILL.  That  was  unfortunate  in¬ 
deed.  However,  ever  since  the  Senator 
from  Georgia  has  been  in  the  Senate  he 
has  served  as  chairman  of  the  subcom¬ 
mittee  when  the  Democrats  were  in  con¬ 
trol  of  the  Senate. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  I  thank  the  Senator. 

Mr.  MUNDT.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  HILL.  I  yield. 

Mr.  MUNDT.  There  is  a  certain  im¬ 
plication  contained  in  the  remarks  of 
the  Senator  from  Alabama,  but  I  am 
sure  that  he  did  not  mean  to  imply  it 
was  unfortunate  that  the  distinguished 
Senator  from  North  Dakota  [Mr.  Young] 
was  the  chairman  at  the  time  there  was 
a  Republican  majority  in  the  Senate. 
Being  a  southerner,  he  may  feel  that  it 
was  unfortunate  we  had  a  Republican 
majority  in  the  Senate.  However,  I  am 
sure  he  will  agree  with  me  that  it  was 
good  to  have  Senator  Young  at  the  helm 
at  the  time. 

Mr.  HILL.  I  agree  with  the  distin¬ 
guished  Senator  from  South  Dakota  that, 
since  we  had  to  have  a  Republican  Sen¬ 
ate,  we  were  extremely  fortunate  to  have 
the  distinguished  Senator  from  North 
Dakota  [Mr.  Young],  my  good  friend,  the 
friend  of  the  farmer,  the  very  outstand¬ 
ing  Senator  from  North  Dakota,  as 
chairman  of  this  subcommittee. 

Mr.  MUNDT.  I  believe  the  reason 
that  we  had  to  have  a  Republican  Sen¬ 
ate — and  it  was  certainly  essential  that 
we  had  one — had  nothing  to  do  with 
what  the  distinguished  Senator  from 
Georgia  [Mr.  Russell]  always  does 
when  he  is  at  the  helm  of  a  committee. 
Mr.  RUSSELL.  I  thank  the  Senator. 
Mr.  HILL.  Through  the  years,  the 
distinguished  Senator  from  Georgia  has 
been  a  most  eloquent  spokesman  in  the 
battle  to  enable  the  farmers  of  our  Na¬ 
tion  to  obtain  a  fair  share  of  the  na¬ 
tional  income  and  to  enjoy  the  fruits  of 
American  prosperity. 

As  a  member  of  the  Senate  Agricul¬ 
tural  Appropriations  Subcommittee,  I 
nave  had  the  privilege,  over  a  number 
of  years,  to  witness  at  close  range  the 
ability,  intelligence,  and  integrity,  the 
fearless  dedication  and  the  absolute  de¬ 
termination,  of  the  Senator  from  Geor¬ 
gia  to  win  justice  and  equity  for  our 
farmers. 

The  farmers  and  the  farm  families  of 
America  have  no  greater  friend  than 
Dick  Russell.  His  name  stands  in  the 
forefront  of  any  rollcall  of  Senators  who 
have  sponsored  and  worked  and  fought 
for  price  supports  on  basic  faim  com¬ 
modities,  rural  electrification,  soil  con¬ 
servation,  farm  credit,  farm  housing,  the 
school  lunch  program,  and  many  other 
great  programs  benefiting  our  farm 
families. 

Mr.  President,  I  take  this  opportunity 
to  commend  and  congratulate  my  able 
and  distinguished  colleague  from  Geor¬ 
gia  for  his  understanding,  for  his  devo¬ 
tion,  and  for  his  magnificent  leadership 
in  the  cause  of  agriculture  and  the  farm¬ 
ers  of  America. 


I  am  delighted  that  the  good  people 
of  Senator  Russell’s  home  State  of 
Georgia  had  the  richly  deserved  appre¬ 
ciation  of  him  to  again  this  year  nomi¬ 
nate  him  without  opposition  to  a  fifth 
full  term  in  the  Senate. 

We  all  know  that  he  is  one  of  the  great 
Members  of  this  body,  and  we  do  hope 
that  he  may  enjoy  many  more  fruitful 
years  of  service  to  his  State  and  to  our 
country. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  Mr.  President,  I  am 
overwhelmed  by  the  very  eloquent 
speech  delivered  by  my  beloved  friend, 
the  Senator  from  Alabama  [Mr.  Hill]. 
I  am  sure  he  must  view  me  through 
eyes  which  are  colored  by  glasses  of 
friendship;  otherwise  he  would  never 
have  made  those  statements.  I  am 
highly  honored  and  deeply  grateful. 

Not  in  a  back-patting  attitude,  I  may 
say  that  I  have  often  thought  that  of 
those  who  serve  in  the  Senate  today — 
and  there  are  many  great  Senators 
here — the  distinguished  Senator  from 
Alabama,  through  his  great  contribu¬ 
tion  to  the  cause  of  health  in  this  coun¬ 
try,  through  the  Hill-Burton  hospital 
program,  and  through  his  sponsorship 
of  research  to  conquer  the  diseases 
that  plague  our  people,  is  one  of  the  few 
Members  who  will  find  a  permanent 
place  in  the  history  of  this  country. 
That  makes  me  all  the  more  grateful 
for  his  very  complimentary  references 
to  me. 

Mr.  RANDOLPH.  Mr.  President,  it  is 
my  understanding  that  H.R.  12117,  the 
fiscal  1961  appropriation  measure  for 
the  United  States  Department  of  Agri¬ 
culture,  does  not  include  new  funds  for 
fruit  research  in  the  Agricultural  Re¬ 
search  Service. 

The  commercial  fruit  industry _ and  I 

refer  particularly  to  the  production  of 
apples  and  peaches — is  most  important 
to  the  economy  of  West  Virginia.  In 
1958  and  1959,  West  Virginia  ranked  7th 
in  the  Nation  in  the  production  of  ap¬ 
ples,  which,  in  1959,  amounted  to  5,700,- 
000  bushels.  In  1958,  the  cash  value  of 
our  apple  crop  amounted  to  $8,500,000. 

In  the  matter  of  peach  crop.  West 
Virginia  ranked  17th  in  the  Nation  both 
in  1958  and  1959. 

The  labor  force  required  to  produce, 
harvest,  and  market  in  the  industry  is 
also  important  because  of  its  contribu¬ 
tion  to  needed  employment  in  West  Vir¬ 
ginia.  However,  conditions  in  market¬ 
ing  are  subject  to  constant  change,  and 
these  changes  bring  new  challenges 
which  must  be  met  by  intensified  and 
expanded  research. 

By  and  large,  when  we  appropriate  a 
dollar  for  research  and  apply  it  to  the 
specific  purpose  for  which  the  money 
has  been  appropriated,  there  is  not  only 
a  return  of  the  100  cents  on  the  dollar 
invested,  but,  also,  a  further  return  in 
the  form  of  a  dividend  to  the  industry, 
to  the  productivity  of  the  persons,  and 
to  development  within  the  industry. 
This  is  important  to  a  State  like  West 
Virginia. 

I  have  received  two  communications 
in  recent  days  from  the  organization 
which  is  representative  of  the  apple 
growers  in  the  States  of  V/est  Virginia, 
Virginia,  Maryland,  and  Pennsylvania. 
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Carroll  R.  Miller,  who  is  the  secretary- 
manager  of  the  Appalachian  Apple 
Service,  Inc.,  and  who  is  a  citizen  of 
West  Virginia,  residing  at  Martinsburg, 
set  forth  in  his  communication  this 
language  which  I  call  to  the  attention 
of  the  distinguished  senior  Senator  from 
Georgia  [Mr.  Russell],  who  presents 
the  appropriation  bill  this  afternoon, 
for  his  consideration: 

In  apples,  as  in  many  fruits  and  vege¬ 
tables,  most  growers  are  literally  battling 
for  survival  in  this  riptide  of  change  that 
has  been  gaining  momentum  in  the  past  10 
years  or  more— nationally  and  worldwide. 
These  changes  have  brought  new  conditions — 
new  facts  that  must  be  faced.  Only  sys¬ 
tematic  research  can  find  these  facts.  Re¬ 
search  is  the  prime  necessity  today. 

Then  Mr.  Miller  uses  this  expression :  - 

We  seem  to  be  about  20  years  behind  with 
the  facts,  and  it  is  hurting. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  unanimous  consent 
to  have  printed  at  this  point  in  the  Rec¬ 
ord  the  telegram  dated  May  12,  1960, 
from  Mr.  Miller,  and  his  subsequent  let¬ 
ter  of  May  18,  1960,  both  of  them  on  the 
subject  matter  which  I  have  been  dis¬ 
cussing  during  the  last  few  minutes. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  tele¬ 
gram  and  letter  were  ordered  to  be 
printed  in  the  Record,  as  follows : 

Maktinsbtjrg,  W.  Va.,  May  12,  1960. 
Senator  Jennings  Randolph, 

Senate  Offices,  Washington  D.C.: 

House  agricultural  appropriations  bill 
seems  to  have  denied  all  funds  for  vital  new 
fruit  research  asked  for  repeatedly  by  the 
highly  responsible  deciduous  fruit  advisory 
committee.  Bill  also  cuts  vital  pesticide  re¬ 
search  funds  from  requested  1  y2  million  to 
only  250,000.  Both  funds  are  most  impor¬ 
tant  to  applegrowers  and  fruit  and  vegetable 
growers  just  now.  This  four-state  organiza¬ 
tion  of  1,308  applegrowers  earnestly  asks  your 
help  in  restoring  these  funds. 

Appalachian  Apple  Service, 
Carroll  R.  Miller,  Secretary. 

Appalachian  Apple  Service,  Inc., 

May  18, 1960. 

Senator  Jennings  Randolph, 

The  Senate  Offices, 

Washington,  D.C. 

Dear  Jennings  :  Thank  you  for  your  quick 
response  to  our  May  11  wire  about  the  slashes 
the  House  inflicted  on  fruit  and  vegetable 
research  funds;  for  both  this  threatening 
pesticide  problem  and  for  our  marketing 
problems. 

In  apples,  as  in  many  fruits  and  vege¬ 
tables,  most  growers  are  literally  battling 
for  survival  in  this  riptide  of  change  that 
has  been  gaining  momentum  the  past  10 
years  or  more  nationally  and  worldwide. 
These  changes  have  brought  new  conditions: 
new  facts  that  must  be  faced.  Only  system¬ 
atic  research  can  find  these  facts.  Research 
is  the  prime  necessity  today. 

New  chemicals  have  brought  problems  not 
yet  understood  by  anyone  as  yet;  fearsome 
to  many;  and  fodder  for  sensation-hunting 
publicists,  with  possible  sudden  and  ruinous 
effects  on  the  industry.  Only  quick,  compe¬ 
tent  research  can  get  at  the  facts.  The 
House  slashed  the  considered  request  for 
$iy2  million  for  this  to  a  quarter  million. 

This  tidal  wave  of  change  is  running  also 
in  marketing.  A  successful  independent 
grocer  told  me  the  other  day  that  over  two- 
thirds  of  the  items  on  his  shelves  now  come 
from  a  double  handful  of  the  giant  food 
manufacturing  firms:  Swift  and  Armour, 
General  Mills,  Pillsbury,  and  General  Foods, 
and  so  on.  Apples  must  sell  in  this  highly 
organized  competition — but  how?  The  right 


answers  to  this  are  imperative.  The  National 
Apple  Institute  has  asked  the  Department 
of  Agriculture  to  help  find  the  facts,  since 
they  have  the  authority  and  the  trained  re¬ 
search  personnel.  They  are  willing,  but  it 
takes  funds  not  yet  authorized.  We  seem  to 
be  about  20  years  behind  with  the  facts  and 
it  is  hurting. 

We  will  genuinely  appreciate  your  con¬ 
tinued  efforts  to  repair  the  House’s  slashes. 

Sincerely, 

Carroll  R.  Miller, 

Secretary -Manager. 

Mr.  RANDOLPH.  Mr.  President,  I  am 
in  the  position,  in  a  sense,  of  being  after 
the  fact  rather  than  before  the  fact. 
The  House  did  not  act  in  the  manner  in 
which  my  constituency  and  the  constitu¬ 
ency  of  the  Senators  from  the  other 
States  in  the  apple  belt  feel  it  should 
have  acted  in  reference  to  new  research 
moneys,  especially  for  apples  and 
peaches.  However,  I  understand — and 
I  feel  certain  there  will  be  a  clarification 
by  the  able  Senator  from  Georgia — that 
the  money  which  was  requested — the 
figure  proposed  is  $100,000 — is  not  avail¬ 
able  during  fiscal  1961  for  intensified  re¬ 
search  in  the  field  of  commercial  fruit. 
I  believe  the  need  is  not  only  in  the  spe¬ 
cific  area  for  which  I  plead,  but  is  also 
national  in  its  scope  and  application,  if 
the  funds  were  to  be  provided  for  the 
purpose  I  have  indicated. 

I  had  the  privilege  earlier  this  after¬ 
noon  of  conferring  with  the  Senator 
from  Georgia.  I  am  sure  it  is  his  desire 
to  clarify  the  situation  for  me,  and  also 
perhaps  to  make  a  comment  on  the  pos¬ 
sibility  of  having  funds,  if  not  included 
in  the  present  appropriation  bill,  at  least 
actively  considered  for  incorporation  in 
the  bill  next  year. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  Mr.  President,  the  dis¬ 
tinguished  senior  Senator  from  West 
Virginia  is  always  impressive  and  com¬ 
pelling  in  his  statements.  The  approach 
to  this  subject  is  no  exception  to  that 
rule. 

I  can  reassure  him  as  one  of  the  mat¬ 
ters  which  is  dealt  with  by  the  telegram 
from  his  constituents.  So  far  as  con¬ 
cerns  appropriations  for  needed  research 
into  pesticides  and  insecticides,  and  the 
residue  therefrom,  the  Senate  committee 
appropriated  all  the  many  funds  which 
were  requested  by  the  Senator’s  constit¬ 
uents.  We  appropriate  the  full  $1,500,- 
000  which  was  asked  for  this  very  im¬ 
portant  study. 

Mr.  RANDOLPH.  The  Senator  from 
Georgia  is  certainly  correct  and  is  help¬ 
ful  in  this  situation.  I  advised  my  con¬ 
stituency  of  the  fact  that  the  Senate  had 
so  acted,  and  we  are  grateful  to  the  com¬ 
mittee  for  the  recognition  of  that  need. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  I  have  listened  with 
careful  attention  to  the  Senator’s  state¬ 
ment.  As  I  said  yesterday,  and  as  I  have 
indicated  on  other  occasions,  the  sub¬ 
committee  and  the  full  Appropriations 
Committee  have  been  most  attentive  to 
all  requests  for  research  which  have  been 
submitted  to  us.  I  do  not  know  just  what 
the  Senator’s  constituent  has  in  mind  as 
to  any  specific  area  of  research  which 
would  be  beneficial  to  the  fruit  and  vege¬ 
table  interests  of  the  Nation. 

There  is  included  in  the  bill  some 
$500,000  for  basic  research  in  fruit — in 
apples,  pears,  peaches,  and  other  stone 
fruits.  Without  knowing  exactly  what 


specific  project  the  Senator’s  constituent 
has  in  mind,  I  cannot  advise  the  Senator 
as  to  whether  any  of  that  money  will  be 
expended  for  that  particular  purpose  or 
not. 

But  if  the  fruit  producers  will  develop 
a  specific  program  and  will  bring  it  to 
the  attention  of  the  committee,  I  can  as¬ 
sure  the  Senator  from  West  Virginia  that 
next  year  we  shall  give  it  very  sympa¬ 
thetic  consideration. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  And  perhaps  this 
year,  by  means  of  a  supplemental  appro¬ 
priation  bill  item. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  I  may  say  that  if  the 
Senator  can  obtain  a  detailed  statement, 
then — as  suggested  by  my  friend,  the 
Senator  from  Florida  [Mr.  Holland]  who 
is  such  a  valuable  member  of  the  sub¬ 
committee — we  might  be  able  to  give  it 
consideration  in  connection  with  a  sup¬ 
plemental  appropriation  bill  before  the 
adjournment  of  this  Congress. 

But  without  more  definite  information 
as  to  the  specific  area  of  research  which 
Mr.  Miller  has  in  mind,  I  cannot  inform 
the  Senator  from  West  Virginia  whether 
the  bill  provides  an  adequate  amount  of 
money  for  such  purpose  or  not. 

Mr.  RANDOLPH.  Mr.  President,  in 
response  to  the  clarification  the  Senator 
from  Georgia  has  given,  which  is  helpful, 
and  also  in  response  to  his  assurance, 
which  is,  frankly,  very  pleasing,  I  wish 
to  state  that  I  believe  the  attitudes  ex¬ 
pressed  by  both  the  Senator  from  Georgia 
and  the  Senator  from  Florida  are,  in¬ 
deed,  most  fair  and  much  appreciated. 

There  rests  upon  me  the  responsibility 
to  work  with  these  apple  growers,  in 
reference  to  an  intensification  of  re¬ 
search  in  the  fruit  industry  which  they 
believe  to  be  necessary.  I  believe  that 
the  hope  of  possible  consideration  of  this 
subject  in  connection  with  a  supple¬ 
mental  appropriation  bill  will  give  us  an 
opportunity  to  move  in  the  direction 
which  these  men  have  indicated  should 
be  taken. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  Let  me  say  to  the 
Senator  from  West  Virginia  that  there 
is  an  old  maxim  that  applies  to  these  re¬ 
search  items,  as  well  as  to  many  other 
areas  of  appropriations:  “A  squeaking 
axle  gets  the  grease.” 

Over  a  number  of  years  I  have  noticed 
that  agitation  which  is  carried  on  un¬ 
remittingly  for  a  number  of  years  nearly 
always  gets  some  results.  So  if  the 
Senator  from  West  Virginia  will  obtain 
detailed  information  and  will  press 
vigorously  enough,  I  am  sure  that  one  of 
these  days  we  shall  be  able  to  direct  some 
research  to  the  areas  in  which  his  con¬ 
stituents  are  interested. 

Mr.  RANDOLPH.  Mr.  President,  if 
the  Senator  from  Georgia  will  indulge 
me  long  enough  to  permit  me  to  make  an 
observation  in  connection  with  my 
friend’s  reference  to  the  squeaking  axle, 
I  would  turn  for  a  moment  to  the  words 
of  the  poet,  Josh  Billings,  who  said  in 
reference  to  a  wheel : 

I  don’t  believe  in  kicking;  it  an’t  likely  to 
bring  one  peace. 

But  the  wheel  that  squeaks  the  loudest  is 
the  one  that  gets  the  grease. 

So,  although  I  would  not  want  the 
wheel  to  turn  improperly  in  connection 
with  a  matter  of  this  kind,  I  repeat  that 
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I  am  grateful  to  my  friend;  the  highly 
competent  Senator  from  Georgia;  and 
I  am  also  grateful  for  the  suggestion  in 
which  he  is  joined  by  my  equally  good 
friend,  the  able  and  diligent  Senator 
from  Florida  [Mr.  Holland]. 

Mr.  MUNDT.  Mr.  President,  I  should 
like  to  direct  the  attention  of  the  chair¬ 
man  of  our  subcommittee  [Mr.  Russell] 
to  one  item  in  the  bill,  in  order  that  we 
may  ascertain,  by  way  of  a  statement  of 
the  legislative  history,  the  intention  of 
the  Appropriations  Subcommittee  in 
marking  up  the  bill  in  reference  to  the 
conservation  reserve  program. 

I  think  perhaps  the  report  as  it  ap¬ 
pears  on  page  10  is  not  completely  re¬ 
flective  of  what  the  subcommittee  had 
in  mind. 

So  I  should  like  to  call  to  the  atten¬ 
tion  of  the  chairman  of  our  subcommit¬ 
tee  the  language  which  appears  on  page 
21  of  the  bill.  On  that  page,  the  bill 
shows  that  the  House  of  Representatives 
allowed  $310  million  for  the  conservation 
reserve  program — for  the  expenses  of 
liquidating  and  administering  the  pro¬ 
gram  which  now  is  underway.  But  to 
that  item,  our  committee  added  $25  mil¬ 
lion,  so  as  to  make  a  total  of  $335  mil¬ 
lion,  and  added  the  following  proviso : 

Provided,  That  not  to  exceed  $12,000,000 
shall  be  available  for  administrative  ex¬ 
penses,  of  which  not  less  than  $10,000,000 
may  be  transferred  to  the  appropriation  ac¬ 
count  “Local  administration,  section  388, 
Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of  1938”: 

My  reason  for  directing  the  attention 
of  the  chairman  of  the  subcommittee  to 
this  item  is  that  at  times  there  is  a  feel¬ 
ing,  when  money  is  earmarked  in  this 
way  and  is  lumped  together,  as  funds 
for  both  Washington  office  expenses  and 
State  office  expenses,  that  there  is  a  tend¬ 
ency  for  the  State  office  expenses  to  be 
curtailed,  in  favor  of  the  administrative 
expenses  incurred  in  the  central  office 
in  Washington.  But  certainly  that  was 
not  the  intention  of  our  subcommittee. 

We  recognized,  from  what  we  heard 
during  the  hearings  and  from  our  ob¬ 
servations  of  the  programs,  that,  basi¬ 
cally,  these  programs  are  administered 
by  the  county  committees;  and  next  in 
priority  are  the  State  offices  and  the 
State  committees,  which  must  supervise 
the  administration  in  the  respective 
States. 

So  I  wish  to  ask  a  question  of  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Georgia:  Is  it  not  true  that 
what  we  had  in  mind  in  this  connection, 
and  in  including  the  additional  $25  mil¬ 
lion  appropriation  for  this  purpose,  was 
that  after  the  legitimate  needs  of  the 
county  committees  are  first  met,  our 
next  concern  is  to  see  to  it  that  the  State 
offices  and  the  State  committees  have 
sufficient  administrative  funds  with 
which  to  work  with  the  county  commit¬ 
tees  in  meeting  the  local  problems? 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  Certainly  that  was  the 
committee’s  intention,  as  I  understand 
it.  As  a  matter  of  fact,  this  program 
has  expired,  insofar  as  the  assuming  of 
any  new  contracts  is  concerned;  and 
no  policies  are  to  be  formulated  on  the 
national  level.  The  supervision  on  the 
national  level  is  at  a  very  minimum; 
and  it  seems  to  me  that  the  only  proper 
order  of  priority  would  be  first  to  take 


care  of  the  needs  of  the  county  offices 
which  deal  with  the  conservation  reserve 
program;  and  second,  to  take  care  of  the 
requirements  of  the  State  offices.  And 
if  there  is  to  be  any  substantial  reduc¬ 
tion,  it  should  occur  in  the  Washington 
office,  because  of  the  fact — as  I  have 
stated — that  the  program  has  expired, 
and  is  now  to  be  administered  only  in 
the  field,  in  dealing  with  those  who 
already  have  Government  contracts  in 
connection  with  the  conservation 
reserve  program. 

Mr.  MUNDT.  I  thank  the  chairman 
of  the  subcommittee.  That  certainly 
confirms  the  understanding  of  the  sub¬ 
committee  as  I  comprehend  it,  and  what 
the  chairman  of  the  subcommittee  has 
pointed  out  is  emphatically  correct. 
Since  this  program  is  expiring  and  new 
contracts  are  not  to  be  entered  into,  and 
obviously  no  new  policy  is  to  be  avail¬ 
able,  the  funds  for  administering  this 
particular  program  are  not  great.  How¬ 
ever,  it  is  important  that,  at  the  State 
and  county  level,  there  be  adequate 
funds  to  see  that  the  contracts  are  ful¬ 
filled  in  conformity  with  the  manner  in 
which  they  were  written. 

I  thought  it  was  well,  since  the  report 
did  not  go  into  these  matters,  specifically 
to  add  this  statement  as  a  part  of  the 
legislative  history,  so  those  administer¬ 
ing  the  funds  will  know  precisely  and  ex¬ 
actly  what  the  subcommittee  had  in 
mind. 

Before  taking  my  seat,  I  should  like 
to  add  my  own  woi’ds  of  felicitation  to 
the  wonderful  services  being  rendered  by 
the  Senator  from  Georgia  [Mr.  Russell] 
in  the  U.S.  Senate  as  a  whole,  and 
specifically  today  in  connection  with  his 
chairmanship  of  the  Appropriations  sub¬ 
committee  on  agriculture. 

I  can  say,  as  one  who  has  sat  in  that 
committee  for  some  time,  that  he  ques¬ 
tions  the  witnesses  with  penetration, 
with  sympathy,  and  with  an  eagle  eye 
for  economy  and  for  making  a  dollar  to 
a  dollar’s  worth  of  work.  He  adminis- 
ters  the  committee  and  conducts  it  in  a 
completely  nonpartisan  manner.  I  can¬ 
not  recall  at  any  time  in  the  history  of 
our  committee  when  we  have  had  a  vote 
divided  on  party  lines.  We  have  had  dif¬ 
ferences  of  opinion  as  individuals,  as 
Senators  should  have,  but  never  has 
there  been  any  partisan  or  political 
maneuvering  in  the  committee.  I  think 
it  is  good  for  the  country  as  a  whole,  and 
the  farmers  in  particular,  to  know  they 
have  a  good  friend  in  Dick  Russell  as 
chairman  of  the  subcommittee,  who 
watches  over  their  interests,  as  do  the 
taxpayers  who  do  not  happen  to  live  on 
faims,  but  who  can  be  assured  that  the 
economic  philosophy  of  the  Senator 
from  Georgia  is  not  limited  to  the  com¬ 
mittee  room. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  I  wish  to  express  to 
the  Senator  from  South  Dakota  my 
profound  gratification.  “Praise  from  Sir 
Hubert  is  praise  indeed.”  The  distin¬ 
guished  Senator  from  South  Dakota  has 
been  an  active,  intelligent  friend  of  the 
farmers  of  this  country  since  he  first  took 
the  oath  as  a  U.S.  Senator.  I  am  pleased 
that  he  has  stated  there  is  no  partisan¬ 
ship  in  this  committee.  I  can  certainly 
bear  testimony  to  the  fact  that  partisan 
considerations  on  the  part  of  the  distin¬ 
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guished  Senator  from  South  Dakota 
have  played  no  part  whatsoever  in  his 
activities  on  the  committee.  His  sole 
guiding  star  is  the  welfai'e  of  the  farmers 
of  the  United  States,  and  during  my 
tenure  of  office  the  farmers,  of  this  coun¬ 
try  have  had  no  truer,  more  diligent,  or 
more  detezmined  friend  than  the  distin¬ 
guished  Senator  from  South  Dakota. 

Mr.  MUNDT.  I  thank  the  Senator. 

Mr.  BUSH.  Mr.  President,  I  hesitate 
to  inject  a  discordant  note  at  this  time, 
but  I  shall  vote  against  H.R.  12117,  the 
Agricultural  and  Faraz  Credit  Adminis¬ 
tration  appropriation  bill,  1981,  in  pro¬ 
test  against  the  refusal  of  this  and  other 
Democz'atic-controlled  Congresses  to  co¬ 
operate  with  President  Eisenhower  and 
Secretary  of  Agriculture  Benson  in  the 
enactment  of  a  farm  program  which 
makes  sense. 

The  people  of  Connecticut  are  becom¬ 
ing  increasingly  outraged  by  the  failure 
of  this  Congress  to  take  action  to  solve 
the  faz*m  problem,  and  end  a  wasteful 
program  which  does  not  work,  azid  never 
will  work  unless  changes  az'e  made  in  ex¬ 
isting  law,  as  repeatedly  recommended 
by  the  Pz'esident. 

Opinion  in  my  State  was  accurately 
reflected  izi  an  editorial  entitled  “Three 
Thousand  Seven  Hundred  and  Fifty  Dol¬ 
lars  a  Minute”  in  the  Bridgeport  Post  of 
March  22,  1960,  which  points  out  that  the 
taxpayers  of  the  Nation  “are  paying  a 
terrible  price”  for  the  present  unsuccess¬ 
ful  farm  program  and  “are  also  paying  a 
terz'ible  price  for  the  failure  of  our  states¬ 
men  to  develop  a  program  that  will  work, 
or  be  big  enough  to  scrap  the  one  that 
doesn’t.” 

Mr.  Pz’esident,  I  ask  unanimous  con¬ 
sent  that  the  editorial  to  which  I  have 
refezTed  may  be  included  in  the  Record 
following  these  remarks. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  oz’dered. 

(See  exhibit  1.) 

Mr.  BUSH.  Mr.  President,  H.R.  12117 
provides  funds  for  pz’ograms  which  I 
heartily  endorse,  such  as  lunches  for 
school  children,  watershed  protection. 
State  experiment  stations,  and  emer¬ 
gency  famine  relief  to  friendly  peoples. 
I  wish  it  wez'e  possible  for  me  to  vote 
separately  in  support  of  adequate  funds 
for  these  worthy  purposes.  However,  of 
the  $4  billion  in  the  bill,  approximately 
$3  billion  is  for  the  support  of  activities 
of  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation. 
This  agency  administers  the  high,  rigid 
price  support  programs  insisted  upon  by 
the  majority  of  this  and  prior  Con¬ 
gresses.  As  a  result,  despite  efforts  to 
reduce  CCC’s  inventories,  the  taxpayez's’ 
investment  in  suz-plus  fazm  commodities 
is  estimated  to  increase  to  $9.5  billion 
by  June  30,  1961,  fz’om  $8.6  billion  at  the 
staz-t  of  the  cuz-rent  fiscal  year. 

I  cannot  acquiese  in  this  continued 
waste  of  the  taxpayers’  funds.  Conse¬ 
quently,  I  shall  vote  against  the  bill. 

Exhibit  1 

Three  Thousand  Seven  Hundred  and  Fifty 
Dollars  a  Minute 

In  a  recent  statement.  President  Eisen¬ 
hower  told  the  taxpayers  that  It  costs  them 
$1,500,000  a  day  for  the  Government’s  wheat 
program.  That  Is  at  the  rate  of  about  $1,000 
a  minute.  But  that’s  only  part  of  the  story 
as  the  wheat  bite  is  only  a  small  part  of  the 
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cost  of  agricultural  stabilization,  which  costs 
the  taxpayers  more  than  $3,750  a  minute, 
or  about  $5,400,000  a  day. 

A  lot  will  be  heard  about  this  figure  in 
the  coming  Presidential  campaign.  There 
are  only  three  brackets  of  taxpayers  whose 
annual  payments  to  the  Treasury  could  pay 
for  this  program. 

There  are  about  5  million  citizens  whose 
adjusted  gross  income  rune  from  $5,000  to 
$6,000  a  year.  On  the  average  they  are  heads 
of  families,  own  one  car  and  work  hard. 
Each  year  they  turn  in  to  Uncle  Sam  about  $3 
billion.  The  stabilization  program  costs 
about  $2  billion. 

Then  there  are  3  million  in  the  $6,000  to 
$7,000  bracket  who  pay  about  $2.4  billion 
a  year.  The  third  rich  vein  of  income  pay¬ 
dirt  are  the  $1.0,000  to  $15,000  people.  There 
are  about  a  million  of  these  who  turn  in  a 
little  more  than  $2  billion  annually. 

The  point  is  that  the  entire  take  of  mil¬ 
lions  of  taxpayers  must  go  each  year  to  pay 
for  an  unsuccessful  farm  program.  The  one 
undisputed  fact  about  the  program  is  that 
it  does  not  work,  never  has  worked,  and  it 
never  will.  The  program  is  wasteful  and  in¬ 
effective  and  the  taxpayers  are  paying  a  ter¬ 
rible  price  for  it.  They  are  also  paying  a 
terrible  price  for  the  failure  of  our  states¬ 
men  to  develop  a  program  that  will  work, 
or  be  big  enough  to  scrap  the  one  that 
doesn’t. 

The  farm  problem  is  almost  40  years  old 
and  getting  worse  and  more  expensive. 

But  there  is  one  thing  the  politicians  never 
forget — the  farm  vote,  and  they  are  being 
just  as  careful  about  it  today  as  they  were 
in  1920,  when  the  farm  population  was  two 
and  a  half  times  greater  than  in  1960. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware  and  Mr. 
KERR  addressed  the  Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 

Senator  from  Delaware  is  recognized. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  Mr. 
President,  I  was  going  to  offer  an  amend¬ 
ment  to  the  bill,  but  I  am  willing  to  with¬ 
hold  if  the  Senator  from  Oklahoma  is  in 
a  hurry. 

Mr.  KERR.  Mr.  President,  I  am  go¬ 
ing  to  offer  some  amendments  to  the  bill. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Chair  recognized  the  Senator  from  Dela¬ 
ware,  in  an  effort  to  be  impartial  in  the 
recognition  of  Senators. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  Mr. 
President,  I  am  willing  to  yield  to  the 
Senator  from  Oklahoma,  if  the  Senator 
from  Oklahoma  is  in  a  hurry.  I  can  offer 
my  amendment  later,  if  that  will  accom¬ 
modate  the  Senator. 

Mr.  KERR.  Mr.  President,  I  would 
be  very  grateful.  I  thank  the  Senator 
from  Delaware. 

Mr.  President,  I  have  at  the  desk  three 
amendments.  One  relates  to  the  amount 
in  the  bill  for  planning  under  the  water¬ 
shed  protection  program.  One  relates 
to  the  amount  to  be  appropriated  for 
the  watershed  protection  program.  The 
other  has  to  do  with  the  appropriation 
for  the  flood  prevention  part  of  the  pro¬ 
gram. 

I  have  given  a  copy  of  each  one  of 
these  amendments,  Mr.  President,  to  the 
distinguished  chairman  of  the  subcom¬ 
mittee,  the  Senator  from  Georgia  [Mr. 
Russell]. 

I  wish  to  say  that  I  have  listened  with 
great  interest  to  the  kind  things  which 
have  been  said  about  the  Senator  from 
Georgia  this  afternoon.  I  know  how 
well-founded  they  are,  and  I  am  happy 
to  join  in  the  spirit  of  what  has  been  said 


in  tribute  to  the  Senater  for  the  great 
work  he  has  done  as  chairman  of  the 
subcommittee. 

Mr.  President,  I  arise  in  behalf  of 
items  in  the  agriculture  and  farm  credit 
appropriations  bill  which,  in  my  opin¬ 
ion,  must  be  adjusted  before  this  bill  is 
finally  acted  upon  by  the  Senate. 

I  refer  Senators  to  page  7  of  the  Sen¬ 
ate  report,  under  the  headings  “Water¬ 
shed  Protection”  and  “Flood  Preven¬ 
tion.”  The  language  in  the  report  is  as 
follows: 

The  committee  recommends  an  appropria¬ 
tion  of  $32  million,  as  proposed  by  the  House, 
an  increase  of  $4,250,000  over  the  budget  re¬ 
quest,  and  $9,250,000  over  the  appropriation 
for  1960.  The  committee  recommends  $3,- 
500,000  for  investigations  and  planning  as 
proposed  in  the  budget.  This  action  pro¬ 
vides  an  additional  $1,400,000  for  installa¬ 
tion  of  works  of  improvement  to  be  prorated 
proportionately  between  the  pilot  watersheds 
and  those  approved  under  Public  Law  566. 

An  appropriation  of  $18  million  for  con¬ 
tinuing  work  ih  the  11  authorized  watersheds 
is  recommended.  This  is  the  amount  of  the 
House  bill,  $3  million  over  the  budget  re¬ 
quest,  and  the  amount  provided  for  fiscal 
1960. 

As  I  understand  the  action  of  the  Sen¬ 
ate  committee,  they  have  appropriated 
$32  million  for  the  watershed  protection 
program.  Only  $3,500,000  of  that  can  be 
used  for  investigations  and  planning  for 
projects  under  this  great  program. 

Mr.  President,  I  was  greatly  in  hopes 
that  the  Senate  committee  would  see  fit 
to  raise  the  construction  figure  to  $50 
million  and  increase  the  planning  funds 
to  $5  million.  These  were  the  figures  that 
the  Oklahoma  State  Soil  Conservation 
Board  urged  to  be  appropriated  on  the 
basis  of  current  needs.  In  my  opinion, 
their  request  was  the  minimum  which 
should  be  considered  at  this  time. 

Senators  will  note  that,  under  the 
flood  prevention  program,  the  Senate 
committee  suggests  $18  million  for  the 
continuing  work  in  the  11  authorized 
watersheds.  Again,  I  was  in  hopes  that 
this  amount  would  be  increased  to  $25 
million.  This  I  believe  to  be  the  mini¬ 
mum  amount  consistent  with  the  need 
for  getting  the  work  on  these  watersheds 
completed,  in  order  that  the  benefits  ac¬ 
cruing  from  them  can  be  realized. 

This  program  has  been  under  con¬ 
struction  now  for  14  years,  and  it  is 
time  that  we  are  finishing  up  the  job 
rather  than  stretching  it  out  and  delay¬ 
ing  the  benefits  which  flow  from  it. 
Each  year  that  we  delay  means  the  cost 
is  greater  than  if  we  go  ahead  and  finish 
the  program  as  originally  anticipated. 

Let  me  return  now  to  the  matter  of 
the  funds  for  the  planning  parties  to 
work  on  the  watershed  protection  pro¬ 
grams.  The  present  planning  party 
organization  was  built  up  over  a  period 
of  several  years  of  recruitment  and 
training  in  the  face  of  strong  competi¬ 
tion  for  critically  scarce  engineers,  hy¬ 
drologists,  geologists,  and  so  forth.  Fail¬ 
ure  to  maintain  this  planning  group  at 
the  present  level  will  set  back  the  small 
watershed  program  by  several  years. 

Applications  for  assistance  under  Pub¬ 
lic  Law  566  continue  to  exceed  the  plan¬ 
ning  assistance  now  available.  Even  the 
current  $4.9  million  of  Federal  planning 


funds  supplemented  by  the  current  $1.1 
million  of  State  and  local  funds,  there 
is  a  backlog  of  733  unserviced  applica¬ 
tions,  a  number  one-third  larger  than 
the  total  of  549  that  have  received  plan¬ 
ning  help  since  1954. 

In  Oklahoma  there  are  43  applications 
before  the  State  soil  conservation  board 
and  8  which  have  already  been  approved 
for  planning,  making  a  total  of  51  proj¬ 
ects  for  which  planning  parties  will  be 
needed  this  year. 

Under  the  present  rate  of  planning  in 
the  State  of  Oklahoma,  we  can  only  plan 
six  watersheds  so,  at  that  rate,  if  not  one 
single  application  were  to  be  submitted, 
it  would  be  8  years  before  the  planning 
could  be  completed.  This,  I  think,  is  a 
fair  example  of  what  we  do  to  this 
worthy  program  when  we  fail  to  make 
adequate  funds  available  for  the  plan¬ 
ning  of  these  projects. 

Therefore,  I  would  urge  the  chairman 
of  the  Agriculture  Subcommittee  on  Ap¬ 
propriations  to  accept  three  amend¬ 
ments,  one  increasing  the  funds  for 
planning  of  these  programs  to  $5  million 
as  a  first  priority,  the  second  increasing 
the  funds  to  $44,250,000  for  watershed 
protection,  and  the  third  increasing  the 
flood  prevention  funds  to  $20  million  as 
a  third  priority. 

I  hope  that  the  chairman  may  see  fit  to 
accept  all  three  amendments. 

Mr.  Pi’esident,  I  did  not  pull  these 
amendment  out  of  thin  air.  In  the  first 
place,  the  Oklahoma  State  Soil  Con¬ 
servation  Board,  after  careful  considera¬ 
tion  of  these  matters,  urged  that  I  sup¬ 
port  even  a  larger  amount  for  planning 
and  construction  under  the  watershed 
protection  program  than  I  am  proposing. 

I  did,  however,  contact  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Agriculture  and  asked  them  to 
supply  me  with  figures  to  indicate  what 
this  program  should  be  and  I  shall  place 
in  the  Record  a  table  which  shows  that, 
as  a  minimum  requirement,  $44,250,000 
is  needed  for  the  watershed  protection 
program  and  $20  million  is  needed  for 
the  flood  prevention  program  for  the 
fiscal  year  1961. 

In  conclusion,  Mr.  President,  I  should 
like  to  read  a  statement  from  the  House 
report  which  I  believe  fully  justifies  the 
action  I  am  seeking,  entirely  aside  and 
apart  from  the  recommendations  of  the 
Soil  Conservation  Service,  or  my  folks 
in  Oklahoma. 

Watershed  protection  and  flood  preven¬ 
tion:  For  watershed  protection,  the  bill  car¬ 
ries  an  appropriation  for  1961  of  $32  million. 
During  the  1960  fiscal  year,  a  total  of 
$32,276,964  is  available  for  this  program,  in¬ 
cluding  an  appropriation  of  $22,750,000  and 
a  carryover  of  unused  funds  from  fiscal  year 
1959  of  $9,526,964.  The  amount  of  $32  mil¬ 
lion  included  in  this  bill,  therefore,  will 
make  available  approximately  the  same 
amount  for  fiscal  year  1961.  The  amount  is 
sufficient  to  restore  the  planning  funds 
available  in  1960  and  to  finance  a  total  of 
42  planning  parties  during  the  next  year. 

Testimony  before  the  committee  indicates 
that  more  than  1,200  communities  through¬ 
out  the  Nation  have  requested  help  in  de¬ 
veloping  watershed  plans.  It  further  shows 
that  assistance  has  been  authorized  for 
about  500  of  these,  that  some  200  plans  have 
been  approved,  and  that  construction  has 
started  on  about  half  of  these.  In  view  of 
the  large  number  of  applications  still  await¬ 
ing  plans,  and  in  view  of  the  large  number 
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of  approved  projects  awaiting  construction 
funds,  the  committee  has  increased  the 
watershed  protection  funds  above  the 
amounts  requested.  In  the  opinion  of  the 
members  of  the  committee,  the  amount  of 
interest  in  this  program  in  all  areas  of  the 
country,  and  the  urgent  need  for  increased 
attention  to  the  conservation  of  the  soil  and 
water  resources  of  this  country,  warrant 
even  larger  amounts  than  those  recom¬ 
mended  in  the  bill. 

For  the  flood  prevention  work  in  the  11 
major  watersheds  authorized  by  the  Flood 
Control  Act  of  1944,  the  committee  has  in¬ 
cluded  an  appropriation  of  $18  million,  the 
same  as  provided  for  fiscal  year  1960. 

Legislation  just  enacted  authorizes  addi¬ 
tional  works  of  improvement  in  accordance 
with  the  provisions  of  section  4  of  the 
Watershed  Protection  and  Flood  Prevention 
Act  in  connection  with  the  11  watershed 
improvement  programs  provided  for  by  the 
Flood  Control  Act  of  1944.  It  also  author¬ 
izes  the  making  of  loans  to  cover  the  local 
share  of  both  the  flood  prevention  and  non¬ 
flood  prevention  features  of  these  11  water¬ 
sheds.  Therefore,  language  has  been  in¬ 
cluded  to  make  the  flood  prevention  appro¬ 
priation  available  for  these  purposes. 

As  pointed  out  in  last  year’s  report,  the 
work  under  this  program  has  lagged  far 
behind  that  envisioned  when  the  program 
was  initiated  in  1914.  It  now  appears  that 
this  flood  prevention  work,  which  was 
originally  estimated  to  take  15  years  to  com¬ 
plete,  will  take  40  years  or  more  to  complete 
at  the  present  rate  of  progress.  If  slowed 
down  even  more,  as  proposed  in  the  1961 
budget,  this  time  could  be  extended  another 
10  years. 

Mr.  KEFAUVER.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  KERR.  I  yield  to  the  distin¬ 
guished  Senator  from  Tennessee. 

Mr.  KEFAUVER.  Mr.  President,  I 
wish  to  join  the  distinguished  Senator 
from  Oklahoma  in  support  of  the 
amendments  which  he  has  offered.  I 
join  the  chairman  and  the  other  mem¬ 
bers  of  the  committee  in  expressing 
appreciation  for  the  watershed  program. 
I  think  it  is  an  excellent  program.  It 
is  doing  a  great  deal  of  good.  There  is 
much  interest  in  it  all  over  the  Nation. 

I  know  that  in  my  own  State  of  Ten¬ 
nessee  many  watersheds  are  being 
planned,  but  we  do  not  now  have  the 
necessary  personnel  and  teams  to  do 
the  planning  and  engineering  work.  The 
head  of  our  Watershed  Association  has 
called  me,  to  urge  that  the  $1.4  million 
particularly  not  be  taken  from  the 
amount  for  investigation  and  planning. 

Mr.  President,  I  certainly  join  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Oklahoma  in  urging  the  chair¬ 
man  of  the  subcommittee  and  the  Senate 
to  restore  the  $1.4  million  for  investi¬ 
gations  and  planning.  I  think  the  other 
amendments  of  the  Senator  from  Okla¬ 
homa  are  well-founded,  and  should  also 
be  agreed  to. 

Mr.  KERR.  Mr.  President,  I  am  grate¬ 
ful  to  the  Senator  from  Tennessee  for 
those  remarks  and  his  support. 

I  wish  to  invite  attention  to  the  fact 
that  my  distinguished  colleague  from 
Oklahoma  [Mr.  Monroney]  is  also  a 
sponsor  of  these  amendments. 

In  further  support  of  the  amendments, 
and  in  further  urging  consideration  of 
this  matter  by  the  distinguished  chair¬ 
man  of  the  subcommittee,  I  invite  atten¬ 
tion  to  the  fact  that  on  February  8,  in 
response  to  a  letter  from  the  senior  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Oklahoma,  the  Department  of 


Agriculture  submitted  a  table  of  the  re¬ 
quirements  for  these  programs  for  fiscal 
years  1961,  1962,  1963,  1964,  1965,  and 
1966.  In  that  table  from  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Agriculture  it  is  shown  that  for 
planning  in  fiscal  year  1961,  $5.5  million 
would  be  required;  for  watershed  pro¬ 
tection,  including  planning  for  1961, 
$44,250,000,  the  amount  asked  for  in  my 
amendment,  would  be  required;  and  for 
installations  under  the  flood  prevention 
program  $20  million,  as  asked  for  in  the 
third  amendment  which  I  have  offered, 
and  which  I  now  urge  the  distinguished 
Senator  from  Georgia  to  accept,  would 
be  required. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  KERR.  I  yield  to  the  Senator 
from  Minnesota. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  I  asked  the  Sen¬ 
ator  to  yield  so  that  I  might  lend  one 
extra  voice  to  a  plea  for  acceptance  of 
these  amendments.  I  can  think  of  no 
programs  which  yield  greater  dividends 
for  every  dollar  invested  than  the 
Soil  Conservation  Service  program,  the 
watershed  protection  program,  and  the 
flood-control  program,  all  of  which  in¬ 
volve  watershed  protection  and  soil  con¬ 
servation.  It  is  quite  obvious  that  unless 
there  are  adequate  funds  for  planning 
these  great  efforts  cannot  be  undertaken 
in  an  economic  and  feasible  manner. 

The  requests  of  the  Senator  from  Okla¬ 
homa  are  modest.  The  watershed  pro¬ 
tection  request,  as  I  understand  it,  is  for 
$44  million  instead  of  the  committee  rec¬ 
ommendation  of  $32  million.  Is  that 
correct? 

Mr.  KERR.  $44,250,000. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Yes.  The  flood 
protection  would  have  an  additional  $2 
million,  to  raise  the  figure  from  $18  mil¬ 
lion  to  $20  million? 

Mr.  KERR.  The  Senator  is  correct. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  The  funds  for 
work  planning  would  be  increased  to  $4.9 
million? 

Mr.  KERR.  The  Senator  is  correct. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  I  surely  wish  to 
join  in  support  of  these  amendments. 
These  are  areas  in  which  I  have  pre¬ 
viously  indicated,  in  my  testimony  before 
the  subcommittee,  my  interest,  and  also 
the  interest  of  the  people  of  the  State  of 
Minnesota.  I  had  a  number  of  letters 
and  resolutions,  as  well  as  personal  vis¬ 
itations,  from  members  of  the  soil  con¬ 
servation  districts  in  our  State,  and  the 
people  who  are  deeply  concerned  about 
watershed  protection.  These  people 
came  to  call  upon  me.  I  forwarded  the 
information  to  the  committee. 

Today  I  merely  wish  to  state  the  great 
support  which  this  program  has  in  the 
State  of  Minnesota.  I  know  that  what  I 
am  asking  for  now,  in  support  of  the 
Senator  from  Oklahoma,  is  exactly  what 
the  people  of  my  State  would  expect  as 
a  prudent  and  reasonable  program  in 
this,  area  of  soil  conservation  and  water¬ 
shed  protection. 

Mr.  KERR.  Mr.  President,  I  thank 
the  distinguished  Senator  from  Minne¬ 
sota. 

I  have  only  one  further  thing  to  say, 
which  is  that  no  man  in  the  Senate  has 
done  more  for  this  program  than  has  the 
Senator  from  Georgia  [Mr.  Russell]. 
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That  fact  is  reflected  in  the  history  of  the 
proposed  legislation.  It  is  also  reflected 
in  the  status  of  this  work  in  the  great 
State  of  Georgia. 

It  was  my  privilege  to  be  in  Georgia  a 
few  days  ago,  as  well  as  in  the  State  of 
South  Carolina,  where  we  were  holding 
some  hearings  for  the  Senate  Select 
Committee  on  National  Water  Resources. 

One  of  my  outstanding  impressions  in 
my  visit  to  that  part  of  the  country  was 
the  great  progress  of  this  program  which 
had  been  made  in  the  State  of  my  great 
friend  from  Georgia.  In  offering  this 
amendment  I  know  that  I  am  doing  so 
in  connection  with  a  program  which  is 
as  near  and  dear  to  the  heart  of  the  dis¬ 
tinguished  Senator  from  Georgia  as  it  is 
to  any  Member  of  this  body. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Chair  inquires  of  the  Senator  from  Okla¬ 
homa  as  to  which  amendment  he  wishes 
to  have  considered  first. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Chair  permit  me  to  make  a  statement 
before  the  Senator  from  Oklahoma 
makes  his  election? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  the  Senator  from  Georgia  may 
proceed. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  I  thank  the  distin¬ 
guished  Senator  from  Oklahoma  for  the 
remark  which  he  last  made.  I  am  and 
have  been  greatly  interested  in  the  en¬ 
tire  program  of  soil  and  water  conserva¬ 
tion.  I  know  of  no  other  program  within 
the  entire  farflung  scheme  of  our  Gov¬ 
ernment  that  carries  more  promise  for 
the  future  of  this  country  than  these  soil 
and  water  conservation  projects.  It  is 
difficult  to  realize  that  within  a  period 
of  some  40  years  we  will  have  twice  our 
present  population.  These  people  will 
have  to  be  fed  and  clothed.  That  food, 
clothing,  and  fiber  must  come  from  these 
very  acres,  because  we  are  not  going  to 
create  a  great  deal  more  agricultural 
land  in  this  country. 

I  have  a  direct,  almost  selfish  interest 
in  every  phase  of  this  program.  It  so 
happens  that  my  own  State  has  sub¬ 
mitted  a  total  of  74  applications  under 
Public  Law  566.  We  had  two  projects 
under  the  old  pilot  program,  which  are 
embraced  within  this  appropriation.  We 
have  1  project  in  Georgia  among  the  11 
projects  under  the  Flood  Control  Act  of 
1944  which  have  been  underway  for 
many  years.  Rising  costs  have  post¬ 
poned  the  scheduled  date  of  completion, 
even  though  we  have  consistently  in¬ 
creased  the  appropriation. 

I  have  tried  not  to  be  swept  away  com¬ 
pletely  by  my  intense  interest  in  these 
projects,  and  yet  I  have  endeavored  to 
carry  them  forward.  For  the  last  3  years 
we  have  appropriated  more  money  than 
was  requested  by  the  Bureau  of  the 
Budget  in  all  three  of  these  areas.  I 
do  not  feel  authorized  to  accept  an 
amendment  which  would  cut  back  the 
allocation  which  was  made  in  the  com¬ 
mittee  for  the  planning  of  new  projects 
and  for  the  surveys.  However,  I  can  as¬ 
sure  the  distinguished  Senator  from 
Oklahoma  that  I  will  not  be  adamant  in 
a  conference  if  the  House  desires  to  in¬ 
sist  upon  its  position.  It  was  thought 
in  the  committee  when  the  subject  was 
discussed  that  we  were  getting  these 
projects  planned  a  great  deal  faster  than 
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we  were  authorizing  funds  to  complete 
them.  For  that  reason  the  subcommit¬ 
tee  voted,  although  not  with  any  great 
determined  position,  to  allocate  more  of 
the  funds  for  construction  rather  than 
for  planning. 

For  the  11  authorized  projects,  we  are 
already  carrying  in  the  bill  $3  million 
above  the  budget  estimates;  and  I  do 
not  feel  that,  in  the  light  of  the  action 
of  the  subcommittee  that  I  would  be  au¬ 
thorized  to  accept  any  increase  in  the 
proposed  amount,  but  we  do  have  a  great 
backlog  of  such  projects. 

In  an  effort  to  confirm  what  the  Sen¬ 
ator  has  said,  I  would  be  willing,  if  no 
member  of  the  subcommittee  present  in 
the  Senate  objects,  to  accept  a  $5  mil¬ 
lion  increase  for  Public  Law  566  water¬ 
shed  protection  item,  which  would  give 
us  some  room  to  negotiate  on  the  sur¬ 
veys  and  would  provide  for  a  very  sub¬ 
stantial  increase  above  the  budget  esti¬ 
mates  for  installation  of  works  of  im¬ 
provement  under  that  program.  I  do 
not  feel  authorized  to  go  beyond  that 
limit. 

Mr.  KERR.  Mr.  President,  I  am  grate¬ 
ful  for  the  statement  of  the  Senator  from 
Georgia,  but  in  light  of  the  fact  that  the 
$4,900,000  figure  was  the  figure  included 
in  the  House  measure,  would  not  the 
Senator  be  willing  to  accept  that  amend¬ 
ment  and  the  $5  million  addition  on  the 
watershed  protection  provision,  which  in 
reality  would  not  change  the  total 
amount? 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  Mr.  President,  I  should 
like  to  agree  with  my  distinguished 
friend,  but  I  feel  that  in  view  of  what 
transpired  in  the  subcommittee,  I  would 
not  be  authorized  now  to  accept  the  cut¬ 
back  in  the  operational  funds.  I  have 
told  the  Senator  I  would  be  glad  to  con¬ 
sider  the  proposal  carefully  in  confer¬ 
ence,  but  I  do  not  think  I  could  accept 
the  $4,900,000  now  for  planning.  I  think 
the  $5  million  additional  for  watershed 
protection  work  is  as  far  as  I  feel  justi¬ 
fied  in  going. 

Mr.  KERR.  Mr.  President,  I  modify 
my  amendment  to  conform  with  the  sug¬ 
gestion  of  the  chairman  of  the  subcom¬ 
mittee  as  to  what  he  would  be  willing  to 
accept. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  The  Senator  from 
Oklahoma  proposes,  in  his  amendment 
No.  2,  on  page  11,  line  10,  to  strike  out 
“$32  million”  and  insert  ‘‘$37  million”? 

Mr.  KERR.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  YOUNG  of  North  Dakota.  Would 
the  proposed  increase  be  exclusively  for 
the  pilot  project? 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  No;  it  would  be  for 
Public  Law  566  and  the  pilot  projects. 
We  stated  in  the  report  that  the  fund 
would  be  distributed  proportionately. 

Mr.  YOUNG  of  North  Dakota.  The 
increase,  then,  would  go  to  both  projects? 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  Yes.  I  am  frank  to 
say  the  great  bulk  of  it  would  go  to  the 
Public  Law  566  projects,  but  the  pilot 
projects  would  not  be  excluded.  Is  that 
agreeable  to  the  distinguished  member 
of  my  subcommittee? 

Mr.  YOUNG  of  North  Dakota.  That 
is  satisfactory. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  I  will  accept  that 
amendment. 


The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  state  the  amendment. 

The  Legislative  Clerk.  On  page  11, 
line  10,  it  is  proposed  to  strike  out 
“$32,000,000”,  and  insert  in  lieu  thereof 
“$37,000,000”. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  amend¬ 
ment  of  the  Senator  from  Oklahoma. 

The  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  Mr. 
President,  I  should  like  to  direct  my 
remarks  to  the  attention  of  the  Senator 
from  Georgia  in  connection  with  the 
proposal  on  page  32  beginning  at  line 
23,  wherein  it  is  provided ; 

The  Federal  Farm  Mortgage  Corporation 
is  authorized  to  make  such  expenditures, 
within  available  funds  and  in  accordance 
with  law,  as  may  be  necessary  to  liquidate 
its  assets:  Provided,  That  funds  realized 
from  the  liquidation  of  assets  which  are 
determined  by  the  Board  of  Directors  to  be 
in  excess  of  the  requirements  for  expenses 
of  liquidation  shall  be  declared  as  dividends 
which  shall  be  paid  into  the  general  fund 
of  the  Treasury. 

As  the  Senator  from  Georgia  knows, 
this  agency  is  a  depression-bom  agency 
and  one  which  has  not  functioned  since 
1947.  It  has  not  made  a  single  loan 
since  1947  and  in  1955  it  disposed  of  all 
of  its  remaining  assets  under  instruc¬ 
tions  from  Congress.  It  then  sold  its 
remaining  notes  to  the  12  Federal  land 
banks. 

I  am  advised  that  last  year  its  out¬ 
standing  accounts  were  reduced  to  eight 
notes,  payable  annually.  It  collects 
eight  checks  from  the  Federal  land 
banks,  which  is  a  semigovernmental 
agency.  It  receives  those  eight  checks 
and  turns  them  over  to  the  Federal 
Treasury,  and  last  year  that  little  bit  of 
work  cost  about  $5,000  or  about  $600  or 
$800  per  check.  I  understand  from  the 
Senator  from  Georgia  that  the  agency 
has  advised  the  committee  that  it  could 
probably  operate  with  $600  or  $800  next 
year,  but  even  that  is  close  to  $100  for 
the  handling  of  each  check. 

Remember  this  is  just  the  transfer  of 
eight  checks  from  one  agency  to  another. 

This  agency  should  be  abolished  and 
gotten  off  the  taxpayers’  backs. 

Why  not  stop  appropriating  money  to 
an  abandoned  agency?  There  is  a  bill 
before  the  Committee  on  Agriculture  and 
Forestry  which  would  abolish  the  agency. 

This  agency,  the  Federal  Farm  Mort¬ 
gage  Corporation,  has  no  authority  to 
make  any  loans.  Congress  repealed  that 
authority  23  years  ago.  Nevertheless, 
the  agency  does  have  authority  to  bor¬ 
row  $2  billion  in  the  name  of  the  U.S. 
Government  and  to  pledge  the  credit  of 
the  Government. 

I  agree  that  the  bill  to  abolish  the 
agency  should  be  dealt  with  by  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Agriculture  and  Forestry; 
however,  I  am  hoping  that  the  Senator 
from  Georgia  will  accept  this  amend¬ 
ment  to  stop  its  appropriation.  Its  work 
is  done;  let  us  get  it  off  the  taxpayers’ 
backs  for  good.  In  conference,  if  for 
some  reason  it  were  found  necessary  to 
protect  the  transfer  of  these  checks  tem¬ 
porarily,  the  matter  could  be  worked  out. 
However,  I  am  advised  that  this  appro¬ 
priation  is  not  needed.  The  eight  Fed¬ 


eral  land  banks  can  simply  make  their 
checks  payable  to  the  U.S.  Treasury  and 
mail  them  direct.  Why  have  the  Govern¬ 
ment  pay  $75  to  $100  per  check  merely 
for  transferring  them?  Last  year  it  cost 
about  $5,000  to  process  these  few  checks. 
That  was  an  average  of  about  $800  per 
check. 

I  am  wondering  whether  the  Senator 
from  Georgia  would  accept  the  amend¬ 
ment  to  strike  out  that  language  of  the 
bill  dealing  with  this  subject  and  thereby 
eliminate  this  appropriation.  I  realize 
that  the  amount  involved  is  small,  but 
it  is  the  way  to  get  this  agency  abol¬ 
ished.  We  cannot  forget  that  the  real 
danger  here  is  that  this  agency  has  $2 
billion  in  borrowing  authority. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  Mr.  President,  there 
is  a  great  deal  of  merit  in  the  Senator’s 
position,  but  I  would  not  feel  authorized 
to  accept  the  amendment,  because  I  do 
not  know  exactly  what  effect  it  would 
have.  The  Senator  has  a  bill  pending 
in  the  standing  committee  to  abolish  the 
corporation.  It  would  be  a  much  more 
orderly  procedure  to  handle  it  through 
the  enactment  of  that  bill.  It  provides 
for  an  orderly  transfer  to  the  Secretary 
of  the  Treasury  of  all  the  cash,  accounts 
receivable,  and  other  assets  which  are 
owned  by  the  Farm  Credit  Mortgage 
Corporation. 

I  understand  that  the  bill  has  been 
approved  by  the  Farm  Credit  Adminis¬ 
tration.  I  understand  also  it  has  been 
approved  by  the  General  Accounting 
Office,  and  is  not  resisted  by  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Agriculture. 

The  matter  could  be  handled  much 
more  efficiently  through  the  enactment 
of  the  bill  the  Senator  has  introduced. 
It  would  be  much  better  to  handle  it  in 
that  way  than  by  striking  out  the  lan¬ 
guage  from  the  pending  bill. 

I  understand  that  it  has  cost  only  $300 
per  year  for  this,  and  it  could  cause 
some  confusion  with  reference  to  the 
transfer  of  these  funds.  As  of  Decem¬ 
ber  31,  1959,  there  was  still  outstanding 
$3,933,000  that  was  owing  to  this  de¬ 
funct  Corporation  from  the  Federal  land 
banks. 

Of  course  all  the  money  belongs  to 
the  Treasury  of  the  United  States.  The 
Senator’s  bill  is  the  appropriate  way  in 
which  to  transfer  these  assets  to  the 
Department  of  the  Treasury.  I  hope 
the  Senator  will  not  press  his  amend¬ 
ment  to  strike  out  this  language  in  the 
bill,  because  I  do  not  know  what  effect 
it  will  have. 

I  will  be  glad  to  join  him  in  under¬ 
taking  to  pass  his  bill,  which  apparently 
has  been  drawn  with  great  care,  and 
which  transfers  all  of  the  rights  to  these 
assets  to  the  Treasury  Department  and 
provides  for  the  proper  handling  of  any 
suits  or  actions  at  law  that  may  be  in¬ 
stituted  for  the  collection  of  any  sums 
owing  to  the  Federal  Farm  Mortgage 
Corporation.  That  would  be  a  much 
more  orderly  way  of  handling  it  than  by 
striking  the  item  the  Senator  refers  to 
from  the  bill.  If  the  adoption  of  the 
Senator’s  amendment  would  result  in  a 
substantial  saving,  I  would  be  glad  to 
support  the  Senator.  However,  only  a 
$600  saving  is  involved. 
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Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  I  agree 
with  the  Senator  that  the  bill  itself 
should  be  enacted.  However,  I  point  out 
that  the  agency  does  not  have  any  assets 
other  than  the  eight  notes.  Those  notes 
are  due  from  the  Federal  Land  Bank. 
The  money  all  belongs  to  the  Treasury. 
All  the  Federal  Land  Bank  will  have  to 
do  is  write  checks  payable  to  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  the  Treasury.  At  least  we  could 
save  $600  if  this  language  were  stricken. 
Of  course  it  is  not  only  the  amount  of 
money  that  is  involved.  It  has  been  my 
experience  in  the  Senate  that  as  long  as 
we  keep  appropriating  money  to  an 
agency,  it  keeps  up  their  hopes  that  an 
emergency  may  arise  again  so  that  they 
can  continue  in  operation.  The  adop¬ 
tion  of  this  amendment  would  remove 
what  little  opposition  there  might  be  re¬ 
maining,  and  we  would  finally  be  putting 
this  agency  to  rest. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  I  cannot  agree  that 
the  adoption  of  the  amendment  would 
m  any  way  remove  or  eliminate  the  pow¬ 
ers  and  authority  of  the  Farm  Mortgage 
Corporation.  The  organization  would 
still  be  in  existence.  It  would  be  on  the 
books,  and  could  be  revived  at  any  time 
if  an  appropriation  were  enacted  by 
Congress 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  That  is 
true,  but  it  would  be  a  step  toward  its 
abolishment. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  The  Senator’s  bill 
provides  the  only  orderly  procedure  for 
handling  the  matter.  In  1955  the  Cor¬ 
poration  owned  papers  valued  at  $11,- 
600,000. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  But  it 
cost  $572,000  to  handle  that  $11  million. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  I  believe  that  is  cor¬ 
rect.  However,  now  it  has  gotten  to  the 
point  where  it  has  only  $3,933,000,  and 
is  now  a  quiescent  agency,  which  is  cost¬ 
ing  only  $600.  I  believe  that  striking  out 
the  language  would  be  a  rather  impru¬ 
dent  way  of  handling  the  situation.  I 
hope  the  Senator  will  not  press  his 
amendment.  He  has  received  some  fav¬ 
orable  reports  from  all  the  Departments 
on  his  bill,  and  I  hope  the  bill  will  soon 
be  reported  to  the  Senate.  I  am  sure  it 
will  pass  on  the  call  of  the  calendar. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  I  hope 
so.  Nevertheless,  I  would  still  very 
much  like  to  strike  out  the  language  in 
the  pending  bill.  At  least  it  would  serve 
notice  to  these  agencies  that  Congress 
expects  them  to  get  off  the  taxpayer’s 
backs.  It  seems  to  me  to  be  a  ridiculous 
situation  to  pay  a  governmental  agency 
between  $75  and  $100  for  transferring  a 
check  from  one  Government  agency  to 
another.  We  could  eliminate  this  agen¬ 
cy  and  save  the  money. 

This  agency  has  not  made  a  loan  in  23 
years.  It  has  disposed  of  all  its  assets. 
Even  its  capital  stock  has  been  retired 
to  the  Federal  Treasury.  All  of  its  assets 
except  eight  notes  have  been  liquidated. 
Those  eight  notes  represent  balances  due 
from  the  eight  Federal  Land  Banks. 
The  process  for  handling  those  checks 
costs  $75  to  $100  each — merely  for  the 
acceptance  of  those  checks  and  turning 
them  over  to  the  Treasury. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  Unfortunately,  the 
Senator  does  not  know  whether  they  can 
turn  over  those  checks  without  this  au¬ 


thority  in  the  bill.  If  we  struck  out  the 
language,  there  might  be  something  in 
the  law  which  would  prevent  them  from 
doing  that.  The  Senator  has  been  a 
most  valued  Member  of  the  Senate  in 
pursuing  useless  agencies.  This  is  the 
first  time  I  have  seen  him  level  his  lance 
on  a  $600  dragon.  This  is  the  smallest 
of  all  dragons  in  the  Government’s  stable 
of  dragons.  He  is  getting  very  much  ex¬ 
ercised  about  this  teenie-weenie  little 
dragon.  It  is  so  small  that  he  could 
hardly  pursue  it  with  his  lance,  it  seems 
to  me. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  It  may 
be  a  teenie-weenie  little  dragon  to  the 
Senator  from  Georgia,  but  this  little 
dragon  in  1951  cost  the  American  tax¬ 
payers  $1,128,836.  In  1952,  it  cost  $989,- 
810;  in  1953,  $834,731;  in  1954,  $691,945; 
in  1955,  $572,539.  Let  us  remember  that 
all  that  now  happens  is  that  some  peo¬ 
ple  will  be  sitting  around  waiting  for 
eight  checks  to  come  in.  They  had  a 
few  more  accounts  in  those  years  but  not 
many  more. 

They  have  this  tremendous  task  of 
picking  up  the  eight  checks  and  forward¬ 
ing  them  to  the  Secretary  of  the  Treas¬ 
ury  each  year,  when  the  checks  could 
have  been  sent  direct.  Certainly,  it 
should  not  cost  $75  to  $100  to  handle 
each  check. 

Why  keep  an  agency  with  a  $2  billion 
borrowing  authority  alive  with  this  $600 
appropriation? 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  I  understand  the 
$600  is  used  to  pay  a  small  part  of  the 
salary  of  someone  who  handles  the  ma¬ 
chinery  in  the  processing  of  these  checks. 
I  do  not  want  these  checks  stopped.  It 
may  have  cost  a  great  deal  of  money  in 
the  years  to  which  the  Senator  has  re¬ 
ferred. 

It  would  be  just  as  logical  to  say  that 
because  a  war  was  carried  on  at  a  cost 
of  $200  billion  a  year,  therefore  the  De¬ 
partment  of  Defense  ought  to  be  abol¬ 
ished.  That  is  about  as  sensible  as  the 
argument  the  Senator  makes. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  No. 
When  the  war  has  ended,  a  peace  treaty 
is  signed.  But  when  the  service  of  an 
agency  is  no  longer  needed  it  is  kept 
alive  20  years  by  these  token  appropria¬ 
tions. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  The  Senator  does  not 
know  whether  checks  could  be  issued 
under  existing  law.  He  is  trying  to  use 
this  bill  to  propagandize  his  bill  in  the 
standing  Committee  on  Agriculture  and 
Forestry.  He  has  all  the  reports.  I  am 
sure  that  if  he  would  attend  the  meeting 
of  that  committee,  of  which  he  is  one 
of  the  most  distinguished  members — no; 
I  believe  he  left  that  committee  a  short 
time  ago  to  become  a  member  of  the 
Committee  on  Foreign  Relations — if  he 
would  go  before  the  Committee  on  Agri¬ 
culture  and  Forestry,  I  am  certain  they 
would  report  the  bill.  That  is  the  orderly 
way  to  proceed. 

The  Senator  from  Delaware  did  not 
come  before  our  committee,  where  we 
could  investigate  and  determine  the  ef¬ 
fect  of  sti-iking  the  language  from  the 
bill.  Without  having  some  knowledge 
of  what  the  effect  of  striking  the  lan¬ 
guage  would  be,  I  could  not  accept  the 
amendment. 
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Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  It  is 
not  simply  the  fact  that  we  can  save 
$800  next  year.  They  did  spend  about 
$5,000  last  year.  This  subject  will  still 
be  in  conference  if  we  adopt  the  amend¬ 
ment.  I  have  been  advised  that  the 
adoption  of  this  amendment  would  not 
handicap  the  Government  in  any  way. 

We  should  not  lose  sight  of  the  fact 
that  we'  are  keeping  alive  an  agency 
which  has  authority  to  borrow  $2  billion 
and  to  pledge  the  credit  of  the  United 
States  in  repayment  thereof.  That  is  a 
lot  of  authority  to  allow  to  lie  around 
loosely  and  idly;  and  to  continue  to  ap¬ 
propriate  $600  or  $800  to  this  abandoned 
agency  only  serves  to  keep  it  alive. 

If  this  amendment  is  approved,  the 
conferees  could  work  out  any  language 
they  thought  appropriate  to  accomplish 
the  purpose.  I  think  it  is  time  that  we 
served  notice  on  these  agencies  that 
when  their  useful  life  has  been  ended  we 
expect  them  to  be  abolished. 

Mr.  President,  I  submit  the  amend¬ 
ment.  I  hope  the  Senator  from  Georgia 
will  take  the  amendment  to  conference. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 

amendment  will  be  stated. 

The  Legislative  Clerk.  On  page  32, 
beginning  with  line  23,  it  is  proposed  to 
strike  out  all  the  language  to  and  includ¬ 
ing  line  6,  page  33. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  amend¬ 
ment  of  the  Senator  from  Delaware. 

The  amendment  was  rejected. 

Mr.  FREAR.  Mr.  President,  I  should 
like  to  ask  a  few  questions  of  the  chair¬ 
man  of  the  Subcommittee  on  Agricul¬ 
tural  Appropriations.  First,  I  should 
state  that  perhaps  my  questions  may  not 
be  in  conformity  with  the  bill  itself,  but 
they  will  be  in  conformity  with  an  oper¬ 
ation  of  the  Department  of  Agriculture. 

The  first  question  is:  Is  there  any 
amount  of  money  provided  in  the  bill  for 
the  administration  of  Federal  milk  mar¬ 
keting  orders? 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  There  is  the  sum  of 
approximately  $300,000  under  the  Agri¬ 
cultural  Marketing  Service  for  the  ad¬ 
ministration  and  policing  of  milk  mar¬ 
keting  orders. 

Mr.  FREAR.  Is  that  by  way  of  direct 
appropriation  or  by  way  of  assessment? 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  I  am  not  too  certain 
about  that;  we  have  not  considered  the 
matter  of  milk  orders  for  some  time. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  I  yield. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  I  think  there  must  be  an 
appropriation  for  the  maintenance  of 
the  Washington  office.  However,  the 
marketing  area  expenses,  I  am  sure,  are 
paid  by  assessments  on  the  farmers  who 
ship  milk  into  the  areas.  That  is  true  of 
Boston  and  New  York  and  of  other  cities 
with  which  I  am  familiar,  and  I  believe  it 
to  be  true  of  all  of  them.  There  is  a  de¬ 
duction  of  a  certain  amount  per  hun¬ 
dred  pounds — 2,  2  y2,  or  3  cents. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  About  $300,000  is  pro¬ 
vided  for  general  administration;  and 
that  is  for  the  activity  in  the  Washing¬ 
ton  office.  However,  the  direct  cost  of 
the  supervision  of  the  milk  orders  is,  as 
the  Senator  from  Vermont  states,  sup¬ 
ported  by  something  in  the  nature  of  a 
tax. 


1960  CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD  —  SENATE  10151 


Mr.  FREAR.  I  shall  ask  questions 
along  that  line  in  a  moment. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  I  am  trying  to  be  help¬ 
ful  to  the  Senator  from  Delaware. 

Mr.  FREAR.  I  know  the  Senator  is. 
I  will  let  him  be  helpful  in  a  little  while. 
However,  he  is  getting  me  out  of  line. 

If  the  $300,000  was  not  appropriated, 
what  would  happen  to  the  administra¬ 
tion  of  the  local  milk  marketing  areas? 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  Very  frankly,  I  can¬ 
not  answer  the  Senator. 

Mr.  FREAR.  Then  I  shall  ask  the 
Senator  from  Vermont  to  answer,  if  the 
Senator  from  Georgia  will  permit  him 
to  do  so. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  I  think  that  when  there 
is  any  program  requiring  any  Federal 
supervision  at  all,  there  must  be  a  Fed¬ 
eral  appropriation  for  it.  In  the  case  of 
milk  marketing  orders,  the  Secretary  is 
required  to  find  a  fair  minimum  price, 
and  to  fix  the  minimum  price  for  each 
order  area.  However,  the  expenses  of 
the  area  itself  are  taken  care  of  by  a 
deduction  from  the  price  of  the  milk 
which  the  farmer  receives.  In  my  own 
area,  I  believe  it  is  probably  two  or  three 
cents  a  hundred  pounds,  though  I  am 
not  certain  of  that.  However,  that  will 
pay  the  local  administrator  and  his  as¬ 
sistants,  and  will  pay  the  cost  of  the  sal¬ 
aries  of  clerks,  secretaries,  and  so  forth, 
in  that  area.  The  farmer  himself  pays 
that  amount. 

Mr.  FREAR.  I  am  certain  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Vermont  can  answer  the  ques¬ 
tion  I  asked.  What  would  happen  to 
the  administration  of  the  milk  orders,  at 
the  local  level,  if  the  $300,000  were  not 
appropriated  to  the  central  office? 

Mr.  AIKEN.  I  am  not  sure.  What 
would  happen  if  there  was  no  amount  of 
any  kind  appropriated  for  the  mainte¬ 
nance  of  the  White  House? 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  I  have  been  thinking 
over  the  matter  since  the  Senator  asked 
his  question.  I  do  not  believe  it  would 
have  any  direct  application,  but  it  would 
prevent  the  formulation  of  any  new  mar¬ 
keting  orders. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  I  never  contemplated 
any  such  horrible  thought  as  apparently 
runs  through  the  mind  of  the  distin¬ 
guished  junior  Senator  from  Delaware. 
If  he  is  inclined  to  take  away  the 
$300,000  which  maintains  an  orderly 
marketing  system  for  some  fifty  percent 
of  all  the  milk  production  in  the  United 
States,  I  simply  would  not  want  to  con¬ 
template  such  a  situation. 

Mr.  FREAR.  Anyhow,  it  is  reasonable 
to  assume  that  if  the  $300,000  were  not 
appropriated,  the  Department  of  Agri¬ 
culture,  in  its  central  office  in  Washing¬ 
ton,  could  no  longer  render  assistance  in 
the  administration,  at  the  local  level,  of 
the  Federal  milk-marketing  orders  in 
the  local  areas,  could  it? 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  I  am  inclined  to  be¬ 
lieve  that  they  would  not  be  able  to  lend 
any  assistance.  Certainly  they  could  not 
formulate  any  new  marketing  orders  or 
to  embrace  any  new  areas.  It  has  been 
a  long  time  since  the  passage  of  the  bill 
providing  for  marketing  orders.  I  doubt 
very  much  that  the  refusal  to  appropri¬ 
ate  $300,000  would  completely  close  the 
local  administration  of  the  milk-market¬ 
ing  orders. 


Mr.  FREAR.  The  most  charitable 
thing  I  could  say  to  the  Senator  from 
Vermont,  and  the  most  horrible  thing  I 
could  think  about  the  Senator  from  Del¬ 
aware,  is  that  he  did  not  propose  this  a 
year  ago,  before  the  Order  No.  127  went 
into  effect. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  The  Dairy  Division  of 
the  U.S.  Department  of  Agriculture  has 
other  functions  besides  the  administer¬ 
ing  of  milk-marketing  orders.  I  think 
practically  the  entire  cost  of  the  ad¬ 
ministration  of  the  milk-marketing  or¬ 
ders  is  borne  by  the  farmers  themselves. 
However,  the  Dairy  Division  has  many 
other  things  to  attend  to. 

Mr.  FREAR.  I  believe  the  Senator 
from  Vermont  said  that  the  entire  cost 
of  the  administration  of  the  area  in 
which  the  milk-marketing  order  is  is¬ 
sued  by  the  Department  of  Agriculture 
is  borne  by  the  producers  of  that  area. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  I  believe  that  practically 
all  of  the  cost  is  borne  by  the  producers. 

Mr.  FREAR.  Where  does  the  other 
money  come  from? 

Mr.  AIKEN.  What  other  money? 

Mr.  FREAR.  If  all  the  cost  is  not 
borne  by  the  producers,  where  does  the 
remainder  of  it  come  from? 

Mr.  AIKEN.  The  Dairy  Division  of 
the  Department  of  Agriculture  existed 
long  before  the  orders  for  the  marketing 
of  milk.  The  Dairy  Division  has  the 
oversight  of  the  dairy  industry  of  the 
United  States,  just  as  there  is  a  division 
for  the  oversight  of  cotton,  grain,  for¬ 
eign  agriculture,  and  so  on. 

Mr.  FREAR.  Then  it  comes  from  the 
Department  of  Agriculture,  through  an 
appropriation?  Is  that  correct? 

Mr.  AIKEN.  Undoubtedly  it  costs  a 
little  money  to  maintain  the  Dairy  Divi¬ 
sion;  and  it  may  cost  a  few  thousand 
dollars  more  because  it  has  oversight  of 
the  dairy  marketing  areas.  I  would 
not  be  surprised  to  find  that  was  so. 
But  what  part  of  the  $300,000  is  used 
for  that  purpose,  I  am  unable  to  say. 

Mr.  FREAR.  Do  any  of  the  funds 
which  are  used  to  pay  the  cost  of  ad¬ 
ministration  for  a  local  area,  in  con¬ 
nection  with  a  milk-marketing  order, 
come  from  the  handlers? 

Mr.  AIKEN.  The  funds  come  from 
the  farmers,  the  producers.  I  think  the 
funds  come  indirectly;  the  deductions 
are  made  from  the  checks  which  go  to 
the  farmers,  and  are  paid  to  the  district 
area  offices. 

Mr.  FREAR.  Is  it  not  a  fact  that 
when  a  Federal  milk-marketing  order  is 
issued  and  is  put  into  execution,  de¬ 
mand  is  made  on  the  handler  or  the 
distributor  to  pay  whatever  percentage 
per  hundredweight  is  authorized  by  the 
order;  and  that  is  collected  from  the 
producer? 

Mr.  AIKEN.  I  think  so.  In  the 
marketing  areas  with  which  I  am  fami¬ 
liar,  the  distributors  themselves  vote  on 
the  question  of  whether  to  have  a  milk¬ 
marketing  order  or  not;  and  thus  far 
it  seems  to  have  worked  out  fairly  well 
for  them. 

Mr.  FREAR.  I  am  glad  the  Senator 
from  Vermont  has  made  that  point,  be¬ 
cause  I  had  it  in  mind,  too. 

Just  how  is  a  Federal  milk-market¬ 
ing  order  established? 


Mr.  AIKEN.  A  petition  is  made  to 
the  Department  of  Agriculture. 

Mr.  FREAR.  By  whom? 

Mr.  AIKEN.  By  the  farmers  of  the 
area. 

Then  the  Department  of  Agriculture, 
if  it  finally  approves  the  formula  which 
is  set  forth,  submits  it  to  the  vote  of 
the  farmers.  In  my  area,  if  two-thirds 
of  the  farmers  vote  for  the  marketing 
order,  it  goes  into  effect. 

It  so  happens  that  in  my  area  some 
90-odd  percent  of  them  do  vote  for  the 
marketing  order.  In  fact,  I  think  al¬ 
most  100  percent  of  them  vote  for  it. 
There  may  be  a  few  who  do  not. 

Then,  since  it  has  been  approved  by 
the  farmers  of  the  area,  it  goes  into 
effect. 

I  understand  that  in  some  places  a 
75  percent  affirmative  vote  is  required. 

I  am  sure  the  Senator  from  Dela¬ 
ware  now  has  further  questions. 

Mr.  FREAR.  Yes,  I  have  several. 

Then,  apparently  the  Federal  milk¬ 
marketing  orders  are  not  established  in 
the  same  way  in  all  areas;  that  is  to 
say,  in  Vermont,  such  an  order  can  be 
established  by  the  affirmative  votes  of 
two-thirds  of  the  farmers;  but  in  an¬ 
other  area,  the  affirmative  votes  of  75 
percent  of  the  farmers  may  be  required ; 
and  it  is  conceivable  that  in  another 
area  the  affirmative  votes  of  100  percent 
of  the  farmers  would  be  required. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  If  they  so  voted  before¬ 
hand,  yes. 

Mi*.  FREAR.  But  the  provision  would 
have  to  be  included  in  the  order  before 
it  could  be  put  into  execution,  would 
it  not? 

Mr.  AIKEN.  A  two-thirds  favorable 
vote  is  required,  I  believe,  in  all  the  New 
England  marketing  areas.  A  75-percent 
affirmative  vote  may  be  required  in  some 
other  areas;  I  am  not  sure. 

Mr.  FREAR.  So  there  is  no  uniform¬ 
ity  about  it;  is  that  correct? 

Mr.  AIKEN.  I  do  not  know  that  it  is 
uniform  throughout  the  country. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  Mr.  President,  I  can 
cast  a  little  light  on  that  point.  There 
are  two  types  of  orders.  One  is  the  mar¬ 
keting  type  of  order;  it  requires  a  two- 
thirds  favorable  vote  of  those  who  par¬ 
ticipate  in  the  referendum.  The  other 
type  is  a  handler  order.  It  requires  a 
three-fourths  favorable  vote  by  the 
handlers. 

I  am  not  too  familiar  with  this  matter, 
because  in  my  State  we  have  a  State  law 
which  deals  with  the  subject.  We  have 
no  Federal  milk  marketing  orders  in  the 
dairy  industry  there. 

Mr.  FREAR.  Again  I  say  I  think  the 
State  of  Georgia  is  extremely  wise  in 
that  respect  and  has  used  very  good 
judgment.  I  think  State  control  is  much 
superior  to  the  Federal  control  which  is 
had  in  the  States  which  have  Federal 
milk  marketing  orders.  Under  State 
control,  the  respective  areas  have  the 
right  to  determine  for  themselves. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  From  85  to  90  percent  of 
the  milk  produced  in  Vermont  is  mar¬ 
keted  outside  of  Vermont. 

Mr.  FREAR.  Did  I  correctly  under¬ 
stand  the  Senator  from  Vermont  to  say 
that  in  the  area  which  serves  Vermont 
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approximately  90  percent  of  the  pro¬ 
ducers  voted  in  favor  of  the  order? 

Mr.  AIKEN.  No  other  areas  serve 
Vermont.  Instead,  Vermont  serves  other 
areas.  Vermont  exports  almost  90  per¬ 
cent  of  the  milk  which  is  produced  in 
Vermont.  It  is  exported  to  Boston,  Hart¬ 
ford,  southeastern  New  England,  Haver¬ 
hill,  Lawrence,  and  New  York  City  areas. 

Mr.  FREAR.  Did  the  Vermont  pro¬ 
ducers  vote  on  the  question  of  whether 
they  wanted  to  have  a  Federal  milk¬ 
marketing  order  or  not? 

Mr.  AIKEN.  That  is  true,  I  think; 
nearly  100  percent  of  them — certainly 
more  than  90  percent  of  them — voted  for 
it. 

Mr.  FREAR.  Then  I  correctly  under¬ 
stood  the  Senator  from  Vermont.  I 
know  he  has  a  fine  background  on  this 
matter,  on  which  I  should  like  to  be 
educated. 

May  I  have  the  permission  of  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Georgia  to  continue  a  short 
time  for  that  purpose? 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  Indeed,  so.  As  chair¬ 
man  of  the  subcommittee,  I  regret  that 
for  the  first  time  I  find  myself  with  an 
almost  complete  lack  of  information  on 
these  milk-marketing  orders.  I  do  not 
think  the  question  has  been  brought  up 
during  the  24  years  I  have  presided  over 
the  subcommittee.  No  questions  in  re¬ 
gard  to  the  Federal  milk-marketing  or¬ 
ders  have  been  presented  during  that 
time.  Of  course,  the  legislation  for 
them  is  handled  in  the  Committee  on 
Agriculture  and  Forestry,  and  thereafter 
is  handled  in  the  milksheds.  So  I  am 
not  too  familiar  with  the  matter. 

Mr.  FREAR.  If  the  farmers  in  Ver¬ 
mont  and  whatever  other  area  was  cov¬ 
ered  by  the  milk-marketing  order  had 
voted  50  percent  in  favor  of  the  estab¬ 
lishment  of  a  milk-marketing  order  and 
50  percent  against  its  establishment, 
would  a  milk -marketing  order  have  been 
issued? 

Mr.  AIKEN.  No. 

Mr.  FREAR.  Then  did  the  producers 
themselves  decide  that  they  wanted  to 
have  a  milk-marketing  order  issued? 

Mr.  AIKEN.  Both  the  producers  and 
the  distributors  did.  I  do  not  know  the 
latest  formula;  but  I  am  sure  that  both 
the  producers  and  the  distributors 
participate. 

Mr.  FREAR.  In  other  words,  each 
producer  had  one  vote  and  each  dis¬ 
tributor  had  one  vote;  is  that  correct? 

Mr.  AIKEN.  I  do  not  know  how  the 
distributors  vote.  But  each  producer 
has  one  vote. 

Mr.  FREAR.  Would  a  two-thirds  af¬ 
firmative  vote  or  a  three-fourths  affirm¬ 
ative  vote  be  required?  Just  now  I 
understood  the  Senator  from  Georgia  to 
say  that  in  order  to  have  a  producer 
order,  a  two-thirds  affirmative  vote 
would  be  required.  And  in  order  to 
have  a  distributor  or  handlers  order,  a 
three-fourths  affirmative  vote  would  be 
required;  is  that  correct? 

Mr.  AIKEN.  The  latter  is  a  different 
kind  of  order. 

It  so  happens  that  in  the  Boston  area, 
which  is  the  largest  market,  both  the 
producers  and  the  handlers  participate. 

Mr.  FREAR.  So  a  producer  can  vote 
in  either  one  of  them — either  in  the  one 
in  which  a  three-fourths  affirmative  vote 


is  required  or  in  the  one  in  which  a  two- 
thirds  affirmative  vote  is  required;  is 
that  correct? 

Mr.  AIKEN.  Well,  a  producer  could 
not  vote  in  connection  with  the  setting 
up  of  an  order  on  a  distributor  basis. 

Mr.  FREAR.  Yes.  But  a  producer 
could  vote  in  connection  with  either  a 
producer  order  or  a  distributor  order, 
could  he  not? 

Mr.  AIKEN.  If  the  formula  so  pro¬ 
vides. 

Mr.  FREAR.  Who  provides  the 
formula? 

Mr.  AIKEN.  The  formula  was  ap¬ 
proved  originally  in  Boston  in  1937. 
That  was  when  milk  was  bringing  $1  a 
hundred  pounds,  which  is  a  very  low 
price  for  it — 2  cents  a  quart.  The 
distributors  did  not  like  the  order  at  the 
time;  but  it  was  put  into  effect,  for  the 
producers  had  to  have  something.  The 
Department  of  Agriculture,  under  Sec¬ 
retary  Wallace,  approved  it. 

At  that  time,  I  was  Governor  of  Ver¬ 
mont,  and  I  approved  it,  and  it  worked 
out  well.  Then  the  price  of  milk  began 
to  reach  a  reasonable  level. 

At  first,  the  distributors  opposed  it; 
but  after  a  while  they  found  that  it  sta¬ 
bilized  their  business,  too;  and  in  the  last 
20  years  there  has  been  no  opposition 
from  distributors,  so  far  as  I  know. 

Mr.  FREAR.  I  think  that  was  quite 
commendable,  for  certainly  at  that  time 
the  farmers  were  not  being  overpaid  for 
the  milk  they  produced;  neither  do  I 
think  they  are  overpaid  today. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  No,  they  are  not. 

Mr.  FREAR.  However,  I  am  trying  to 
obtain  the  answers  to  some  of  my  ques¬ 
tions. 

My  next  question  is  as  follows:  If  an 
order,  however  formulated,  required  the 
affirmative  votes  of  two-thirds  of  the 
producers,  in  order  to  put  the  Federal 
milk-marketing  order  into  effect,  but  if 
the  affirmative  votes  constituted  less 
than  two-thirds  of  the  total  number  of 
votes,  such  an  order  would  not  be  issued, 
would  it? 

Mr.  AIKEN.  That  is  correct.  In 
other  words,  if  34  percent  opposed  the 
issuance  of  the  order,  it  would  not  go 
into  effect. 

Mr.  FREAR.  Thirty-four  percent? 

Mr.  AIKEN.  Yes,  a  little  more  than 
one-third. 

Mr.  FREAR.  Yes. 

Are  there  marketing  cooperatives  in 
that  area? 

Mr.  AIKEN.  Almost  every  dairy 
farmer  in  Vermont  belongs  to  a  market¬ 
ing  cooperative. 

Mr.  FREAR.  How  did  the  marketing 
cooperative  count  the  votes  of  its  pro¬ 
ducer  members  when  they  voted  on  the 
question  of  the  issuance  of  a  Federal 
milk-marketing  order? 

Mr.  AIKEN.  They  voted  en  bloc. 
That  is  why  the  dairy  farmers  joined  the 
cooperative — so  their  votes  would  count, 
and  so  they  could  get  out  of  the  diffi¬ 
culties  they  were  in. 

I  would  say  that  98  percent  of  all  the 
milk  going  out  of  Vermont  to  other 
States  is  shipped  by  cooperatives — and 
probably  more  than  that,  probably  99.9 
percent.  But  I  wish  to  be  conservative 
in  my  statement. 
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Mr.  FREAR.  The  Senator  from  Ver¬ 
mont  is  always  conservative,  and  cer¬ 
tainly  I  would  not  question  his 
statement. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  I  am  not  always  called 
too  conservative. 

Mr.  FREAR.  Well,  I  have  read  some¬ 
thing  of  that  sort,  too;  but  I  do  not 
always  agree  with  what  I  read. 

In  voting  on  the  question  of  whether 
such  an  order  shall  be  issued,  they  vote 
as  a  bloc,  do  they  not?  If  there  were 
300  producers  in  one  cooperative,  and  if 
a  majority  of  them  voted  in  favor  of  the 
issuance  of  the  order,  all  300  votes  would 
be  recorded  in  the  affirmative,  I  assume. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  FREAR.  If  149  producers  voted 
in  the  negative  and  151  fanners  voted  in 
the  affirmative,  then  all  300  votes  would 
be  cast  by  the  cooperative  in  the  affirma¬ 
tive;  is  that  correct? 

Mr.  AIKEN.  Yes,  but  that  is  not  the 
whole  story.  If  the  1949  felt  differently, 
they  would  not  belong  to  the  cooperative. 
There  is  no  requirement  to  join  in  a  co¬ 
operative.  The  reason  why  they  do  so  is 
so  they  can  vote  together  and  work  to¬ 
gether,  and  pool  their  products,  and  ship 
their  products  together,  and  thus  save 
their  industry. 

The  Senator  is  right.  If  151  voted  for 
the  marketing  order  and  149  voted 
against  it,  I  think  there  would  be  300 
votes  cast  for  it;  but  that  cooperative 
would  not  last  overnight  if  it  was  that 
evenly  divided. 

Mr.  FREAR.  I  recognize  that  the 
people  of  New  England  and  that  area 
are  a  bit  different,  perhaps,  from  people 
in  other  regions  of  the  Nation. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  Not  so  much. 

Mr.  FREAR.  I  think  they  have  many 
qualities  that  are  very  beneficial  to  this 
country,  and  we  count  on  them  for  a  lot 
of  things  to  keep  our  country  stabilized. 
They  are  pretty  sound  people,  and  I  rec¬ 
ognize  it. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  Almost  all  of  them  are. 

Mr.  FREAR.  And  the  Senator  is  a 
fine  representative  of  those  people. 

The  Senator  may  have  thought  the 
question  I  asked  was  a  hypothetical 
question. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  No. 

Mr.  FREAR.  The  Chesapeake  Bay 
marketing  order  went  into  effect  2 
months  ago,  and  is  known  as  Order  No. 
127.  To  make  that  order  become  ef¬ 
fective,  a  cooperative  voted  as  has  been 
stated.  It  voted  for  the  entire  member¬ 
ship  in  the  affirmative.  I  do  not  know 
the  figures  exactly,  although  from  a 
pretty  official  source  we  have  had  it  told 
to  us  that  approximately  40  percent  of 
the  producers  voted  against  it  and  60 
percent  of  the  producers  voted  for  it. 
But  it  was  voted  100  percent.  Assum¬ 
ing  there  were  1,200  members  of  the  co¬ 
operative,  to  use  a  round  number,  1,200 
producers  were  voted  in  favor  of  a  mar¬ 
keting  order  by  the  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment.  Outside  of  this  one  cooperative, 
whose  concentration  of  delivery  is  in  the 
city  of  Baltimore,  Md„  there  are  other 
producers  in  the  area  circumscribed  by 
the  order,  who  are  not  members  of  the 
cooperative.  Those  producers  had  the 
right  to  vote  and  did  exercise  the  right 
to  vote.  They  voted  in  the  majority 
against  the  marketing-  order.  So  when 
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the  number  of  votes  against,  on  the  out¬ 
side,  were  .  added  to  those  who  voted 
against  in  the  cooperative,  those  voting 
against  the  order  amounted  to  more 
than  50  percent  of  the  total. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  The  solution  to  that 
problem,  of  course,  is  that  no  one  has  to 
belong  to  the  cooperative ;  and  if  they  do 
not  belong  to  the  cooperative  they  cast 
their  own  votes  as  individuals  rather 
than  en  bloc.  They  have  to  weigh  one 
value  against  the  other. 

Mr.  FREAR.  Then  the  Senator  would 
want  to  penalize  a  producer  member  of 
the  cooperative  by  having  him  get  out  of 
the  cooperative  to  get  his  vote  counted 
as  he  voted. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  Oh,  no. 

Mr.  FREAR.  Because  he  wants  the 
advantage  of  belonging  to  a  co-op,  he 
joins,  but,  in  order  to  get  his  vote 
counted,  he  would  have  to  get  out  of  the 
co-op. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  No.  The  majority  rules 
in  a  co-op,  as  it  does  in  a  town  meeting, 
or  in  the  Senate.  The  Senator  from 
Delaware  would  not  want  to  get  out  of 
the  Senate  just  because  he  had  lost  a 
couples  of  votes. 

Mr.  FREAR.  I  have  lost  a  few. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  But  the  Senator  is  still 
here,  and  very  likely,  he  will  continue  to 
be  here  for  a  long  time. 

Mr.  FREAR.  But  I  would  not  be  here 
if  a  majority  of  the  people  of  my  State 
did  not  want  me  to  come  back  again.  I 
hope  they  do  not  feel  that  way. 

Here  is  a  situation  in  which  a  man 
who  voted  in  the  negative  had  his  vote 
counted  in  the  affirmative  for  something 
he  did  not  want.  That  is  why  the  milk 
order  was  put  into  effect,  because  the 
total  vote  of  the  cooperative  was  counted 
in  favor. 

Does  the  Senator  from  Vermont  agree 
with  that  type  of  operation  or  voting? 

Mr.  AIKEN.  Do  I  agree  with  major¬ 
ity  rule  in  a  cooperative?  Yes. 

Mr.  FREAR.  If  the  majority  votes  a 
certain  way,  the  entire  membership  can 
cast  all  of  their  votes  in  the  affirmative? 

Mr.  AIKEN.  Yes;  I  M'ould  say  that 
would  be  representative  of  the  view's  of 
the  cooperative  members  as  such. 

Mr.  FREAR.  I  think,  if  that  was  the 
only  co-op  voting,  I  could  agree  with  the 
Senator;  but  when  they  were  put  on  the 
defensive — or  on  the  offensive  in  this 
case — against  those  who  were  voting  in¬ 
dividually  on  the  outside,  it  seems  it  w'as 
a  bit  unfair. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  If  I  had  not  gone 
through  this  some  25  years  ago,  perhaps 
I  would  feel  differently  about  it,  but  I 
vividly  recall  the  time  when  dealers  who 
wanted  to  come  into  my  State,  which 
had  half  of  the  producers  in  New  Eng¬ 
land,  would  say,  “We  will  give  you  an 
extra  price  if  you  do  not  do  so  and  so, 
which  will  help  the  rest  of  the  farmers.” 
They  worked  it  pretty  well  for  a  long 
time,  until  milk  was  worth  but  1  to  2 
cents  a  quart.  They  carried  it  too  far, 
and  they  forced  the  farmers  to  get  to¬ 
gether  in  their  cooperatives.  They  have 
been  in  them  ever  since.  As  I  said,  about 
99  percent  of  the  milk  that  is  shipped 
out  is  shipped  by  the  cooperatives,  and 
the  voting  on  the  marketing  orders  is 
voted  on  by  cooperatives  today. 


Mr.  FREAR.  The  Senator  has  been 
diligent  in  answering  my  questions,  and 
he  has  been  quite  persuasive,  but  not 
quite  enough.  I  wish  to  ask  a  question 
or  two.  I  would  not  want  to  impose  too 
much  on  the  time  of  the  Senate,  because 
it  wants  to  vote  on  the  bill,  and  my  col¬ 
league  has  something  to  say  that  is 
perhaps  more  important  than  this. 

The  Senator  is  familiar  with  classi¬ 
fication  of  milk  under  milk  marketing 
orders,  is  he  not? 

Mr.  AIKEN.  I  am.  There  are  classes 
1  and  2. 

Mr.  FREAR.  Class  I  and  class  II. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  And  in  some  cases  there 
is  a  class  C. 

Mr.  FREAR.  What  are  the  classes? 

Mr.  AIKEN.  They  are  class  I  and 
class  II.  Class  I  is  the  milk  which  is  sold 
for  family  consumption  and  to  restau¬ 
rants.  It  is  sold  as  fluid  milk.  Class  II 
represents  the  surplus,  which  is  more 
than  can  be  sold  for  direct  human  con¬ 
sumption  in  the  form  of  fluid  milk. 
That  is  called  class  II.  It  goes  into 
powdered  milk  and  cheese  and  into 
butter  and  powder. 

In  New  England,  I  do  not  think  they 
break  even  on  class  II  milk.  Neverthe¬ 
less,  for  a  dealer  to  be  sure  of  enough 
milk  to  meet  his  trade  on  weekends  and 
holidays,  he  has  to  have  about  20  per¬ 
cent  more  milk  than  he  needs,  on  the 
average — at  least  20  percent  of  class  II 
milk — in  order  to  meet  the  demand,  day 
in  and  day  out. 

Formerly  there  were  dealers  who 
would  go  to  certain  farmers  and  say, 
“We  will  take  your  milk.  We  will  pay 
you  this  price,  which  we  can  afford  to 
pay,  because  we  will  sell  all  of  your  milk 
for  household  use,  and  you  will  not  have 
to  take  any  of  the  loss  on  the  surplus 
milk  that  is  produced  in  the  area.” 

They  ,  worked  that  fine  for  a  while,  by 
paying  the  best  of  the  farmers  a  fair 
price,  and  paying  all  the  rest  of  the 
farmers  a  low  price.  They  were  carry¬ 
ing  all  of  the  class  II  milk.  However, 
after  the  farmers  got  together  and  or¬ 
ganized  cooperatives,  all  of  the  farmers 
got  more  than  the  best  paid  farmers  had 
previously  gotten  for  the  fluid  milk.  All 
of  the  farmers  then  got  a  uniform  min¬ 
imum  price,  and  they  all  had  to  bear 
their  share  of  the  surplus  production  of 
the  area.  It  worked  out  very  well. 

After  we  got  away  from  that  $1  a 
hundredweight  milk,  or  $  1  a  hundred¬ 
weight  milk,  which  was  the  price  in  1937, 
the  price  gradually  went  up.  It  is  not 
high  enough  today.  The  price  of  milk 
has  not  gone  up  anywhere  near  in  pro¬ 
portion  to  costs  of  production.  How¬ 
ever,  the  price  is  definitely  better  than 
it  would  have  been  if  the  farmers  had 
not  organized,  because  otherwise  they 
would  all  be  getting  a  much  lower  price. 

Mr.  FREAR.  I  do  not  want  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Vermont  to  get  the  idea  that 
I  am  not  in  favor  of  producers  joining- 
together  to  obtain  better  prices  for  milk. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  I  know  the  Senator 
favors  that. 

Mr.  FREAR.  I  am  leading  up  to  an¬ 
other  question. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  The  Senator  simply  has 
in  his  State  a  higher  percentage  of 
farmers  who  have  sales  for  class  I  milk 


than  I  have  in  my  State.  That  makes 
for  a  difference  of  opinion. 

Mr.  FREAR.  It  is  a  fact  that  some 
States  have  more  surplus  milk  than 
other  States.  There  is  no  question  about 
that. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  Not  for  the  same  reason, 
however. 

Mr.  FREAR.  It  is  also  true  that  any 
producer  is  a  pretty  good  producer  if  he 
can  keep  his  flow  of  milk  even  for  365 
days  a  year. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  He  cannot. 

Mr.  FREAR.  And  no  distributor  can 
keep  his  sales  on  a  level  for  365  days  a 
year. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  Neither  can  the  farmer. 

Mr.  FREAR.  There  has  to  be  some 
fluctuation,  both  in  regard  to  produc¬ 
tion  and  distribution.  I  recognize  that 
there  has  to  be  some  tie-in  to  take  care 
of  the  ups  and  downs  on  either  side. 

The  Senator  has  told  me  that  the  class 
1  milk  is  the  fluid  milk  for  human  daily 
consumption.  The  class  II  milk  is  the 
surplus,  and  the  class  III  milk  has  some 
other  distinction. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  In  the  marketing  order 
areas  the  class  2  milk  is  usually  of  the 
same  quality  as  the  class  I  milk,  only  it 
is  in  a  supply  which  is  more  than  is 
needed  on  a  particular  day  for  fluid  milk 
consumption. 

Mr.  FREAR.  As  a  matter  of  fact,  if 
the  fellow  is  on  a  blended  price,  two- 
thirds  of  a  can  of  milk  would  be  class  I 
milk  and  one-third  of  it  would  be  the 
class  II  milk.  I  can  recognize  that. 
There  is  no  difference  in  the  milk. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  Not  in  the  marketing 
order  areas.  Where  there  is  no  market¬ 
ing  order  area  there  could  be  a  difference 
in  the  milk. 

Mr.  FREAR.  Does  the  Senator  mean 
that  cannot  happen? 

Mr.  AIKEN.  In  practically  all  of  the 
areas  the  milk  is  subject  to  board  of 
health  requirements.  There  are  certain 
sanitary  requirements. 

Mr.  FREAR.  I  do  not  think  the 
Senator  quite  understood  me. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  I  think  so. 

Mr.  FREAR.  So  far  as  the  sanitary 
requirements  are  concerned,  if  the  but- 
terfat  content  is  correct  and  the  bacteria 
count  is  low  enough  and  the  tempera¬ 
ture  below  a  certain  degree,  the  milk 
will  come  to  the  producer  or  the 
handler  and  will  be  class  I  or  class  A  or 
whatever  it  may  be  called.  That 
producer  will  have  two-thirds  of  the 
sales  in  fluid  milk  and  one-third  of  the 
sales  in  by  products. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  It  is  all  of  the  same 
quality. 

Mr.  FREAR.  Every  can  of  milk  that 
producer  receives  is  class  I  milk. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  It  could  qualify  as  class 
I  milk,  but  if  it  is  not  all  sold  for  fluid 
milk  consumption  the  part  which  is  left 
over  in  any  area  is  the  class  II  milk. 

Mr.  FREAR.  We  are  basing  this  dis¬ 
cussion  upon  the  quality. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  The  class  II  designation 
does  not  change  the  quality. 

Mr.  FREAR.  It  does  not  make  any 
difference  whether  it  is  the  top  half  of 
the  milk  or  the  lower  half. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  That  is  correct. 
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Mr.  FREAR.  Does  the  Senator  know 
of  any  class  II  milk  which  is  purchased 
for  the  class  II  established  price  in  a 
Federal  milk  marketing  area  and  which 
is  sold  for  fluid  milk,  without  there  being 
considered  the  blend  price  which  is  paid 
to  the  producer? 

Mr.  AIKEN.  Oh,  yes.  That  used  to 
be  done  quite  often.  The  class  II  milk 
was  taken  from  one  area  into  another 
market  and  sold  as  class  I  milk.  That 
way  the  price  received  would  be  $6  a 
hundredweight  instead  of  $3  a  hundred¬ 
weight. 

Mr.  FREAR.  Very  well. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  That  was  done  rather 
extensively  in  New  England.  The  farm¬ 
ers  were  losing  $1.5  million  or  $2  million 
a  year  as  a  result  of  that  practice,  so 
they  petitioned  to  have  the  area  to  which 
the  class  II  milk  was  being  transported 
and  sold  for  class  I  milk  included  in  the 
larger  marketing  area.  That  was  voted. 
Now  the  farmers  really  get  a  better 
price;  and  the  distributors,  I  suppose, 
are  doing  very  well,  but  not  making  their 
earnings  quite  so  easily  as  they  were 
before. 

Mr.  FREAR.  Let  us  forget  about  the 
distributors  and  assume  they  are  on  a 
par. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  We  cannot  forget  them. 

Mr.  FREAR.  Yes,  we  can. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  Oh,  no. 

Mr.  FREAR.  If  the  producer  is  in  a 
class  I  area  and  if  he  has  a  surplus  and 
he  sells  it  as  class  II  milk,  and  it  goes  to 
another  area  as  class  II  milk  and  is  sold 
in  that  area  as  class  I  milk,  at  a  much 
higher  price - 

Mr.  AIKEN.  That  is  a  common  prac¬ 
tice,  where  it  can  be  done. 

Mr.  FREAR.  Then  how  would  that 
producer  be  paid? 

Mr.  AIKEN.  He  would  be  paid  the 
class  I  milk  price  for  the  overall  pro¬ 
duction  of  the  class  I  milk,  but  he  would 
be  paid  the  class  II  milk  price  for  that 
which  the  distributor  takes  into  another 
market,  which  he  sells  at  the  class  I 
milk  or  which  is  used  for  manufacturing 
purposes. 

Mr.  FREAR.  *Very  well.  I  do  not 
agree  with  all  of  that,  but  let  us  assume 
that  is  correct. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  It  is  a  fact.  I  can  prove 
every  word  of  it. 

Mr.  FREAR.  Oh,  no. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  Yes,  I  can. 

Mr.  FREAR.  No.  I  will  contest  with 
the  Senator  on  that,  because  I  can  give 
examples. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  I  have  particular  areas 
in  mind,  where  that  has  been  done 
extensively. 

Mr.  FREAR.  I  agree  with  regard  to 
the  practice,  as  to  what  the  Senator  said 
has  been  done.  I  agree  with  that. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  Of  course,  I  do  not  know 
whether  it  is  being  done  in  Delaware,  in 
Maryland,  or  in  the  Baltimore  area. 

Mr.  FREAR.  If  a  producer  is  in  an 
area  where  the  blended  price  is  95  per¬ 
cent  class  I,  and  that  area  is  a  class  I 
area  because  of  increased  consumption  of 
fluid  milk  in  that  area,  the  producer 
would  get  the  advantage  of  the  differ¬ 
ence  between  two-thirds  and  95  percent 
in  that  instance,  would  he  not? 


Mr.  AIKEN.  Well,  if  he  sends  the 
milk  to  market  and  two-thirds  of  it  is 
sold  as  class  1  milk,  we  will  say  at  $6  a 
hundredweight,  he  will  get  $6  a  hun¬ 
dredweight  for  two-thirds  of  the  milk. 
The  other  one-third  will  be  the  class  2 
milk.  He  may  get  $3  a  hundredweight 
for  the  other  one-third  of  the  milk. 

Mr.  FREAR.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  The  blend  price  would 
be  the  composite  price  as  between  $6  and 
$3.  It  would  come  out  about  $4.50  or  $5 
per  hundredweight. 

Mr.  FREAR.  Four  dollars  and  fifty 
cents? 

Mr.  AIKEN.  Four  dollars  and  fifty 
cents  or  five  dollars  a  hundredweight. 

Mr.  FREAR.  That  is  correct.  If  the 
producer  is  getting  $4.50  or  $5  per  hun¬ 
dredweight  on  that  basis  and  the  dis¬ 
tributor  makes  the  area  a  95  percent 
class  I  market,  what  would  the  producer 
get? 

Mr.  AIKEN.  Well,  if  the  distributor 
sells  the  milk  as  fluid  milk  in  that  mar¬ 
keting  area - 

Mr.  FREAR.  He  has  to,  if  it  is  class  1. 

Mr.  AKEN.  Then  he  would  have  to 
pay  the  fluid  milk  price  for  what  is  sold 
as  fluid  milk.  If  he  can  ship  to  another 
market - 

Mr.  FREAR.  That  is  not  the  question. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  Then  he  can  get  the 
higher  price.  The  farmer  would  not  get 
that. 

Mr.  FREAR.  That  is  not  an  answer  to 
the  question.  That  is  not  a  solution  to 
the  problem.  If  the  distributor  makes 
the  area  a  95  percent  class  1  market,  he 
will  have  to  pay  the  producer  95  percent 
class  1  prices,  will  he  not? 

Mr.  AIKEN.  I  never  heard  of  a  dis¬ 
tributor  paying  95  percent  class  1  price 
for  class  II  milk.  He  will  pay  for  about 
50  percent  of  it  as  class  1. 

Mr.  FREAR.  Again  I  have  a  question 
for  the  Senator  from  Vermont.  I  can 
show  to  the  Senator  that  there  are  dis¬ 
tributors  who  do  that. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  If  any  area  can  get  95 
percent  of  the  class  1  price  for  the  class 
2  milk,  it  is  a  very  fortunate  area,  I  would 
add. 

Mr.  FREAR.  I  agree.  There  is  an 
area  like  that.  What  the  Federal  milk 
marketing  order  is  doing  now  is  cutting 
down  the  price.  The  producers  in  the 
area,  instead  of  getting  95  percent  class 
I  prices,  are  assessed  so  that  they  have 
to  put  the  milk  in  a  pool,  so  that  the 
farmer  in  another  area  is  going  to  bene¬ 
fit  and  the  producer  in  the  particular 
area  is  going  to  have  the  money  taken 
from  him. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  It  would  adl  depend  upon 
whether  the  95  percent  class  I  price 
which  is  received  for  the  class  II  milk 
amounts  to  more  than  what  the  farmer 
and  all  of  his  neighbors  would  get  if  they 
cooperated  and  all  of  them  went  under 
an  order. 

Mr.  FREAR.  Well,  there  is  an  area 
laid  out.  It  comprises  two  counties. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  Yes. 

Mr.  FREAR.  As  a  matter  of  fact,  we 
can  take  the  whole  peninsula. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  I  am  not  questioning  the 
situation  set  forth  by  the  Senator  from 
Delaware.  It  is  entirely  possible,  be¬ 


May  2  If 

cause  before  we  got  the  marketing  order 
in  New  England  we  had  certain  distribu¬ 
tors  who  would  favor  certain  groups  of 
producers,  but  the  result  was  that  the 
distributors  kept  down  the  prices  for  all 
producers,  with  the  possible  exception  of 
those  few. 

They  were  used  as  a  lever,  and  they 
would  pay  a  high  price  when  produc¬ 
tion  was  short.  They  would  go  out  and 
steal  each  other’s  producers.  But  when 
the  surplus  season  arrived,  they  would 
drop  all  the  producers  down  to  the 
bottom. 

Mr.  FREAR.  Yes.  I  believe  also 
there  were  people  who  used  to  put  rot¬ 
ten  apples  in  a  basket. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  I  have  seen  that  happen. 

Mr.  FREAR.  The  Senator  from  Dela¬ 
ware  has  observed  that  the  people  of 
Vermont  do  not  do  that  any  more. 

I  will  not  admit  that  they  ever  did. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  They  are  much  better 
off  now  than  they  used  to  be. 

Mr.  FREAR.  Yes.  And  that  is  due 
in  no  small  part  to  the  efforts  of  the 
Senator  from  Vermont.  I  will  say  that 
for  him. 

In  response  to  an  inquiry  addressed 
to  the  Secretary  of  the  Department  of 
Agriculture,  Mr.  Clarence  L.  Miller,  As¬ 
sistant  Secretary,  in  explanation  of  the 
background  of  the  Federal  marketing 
program  in  Upper  Chesapeake  Bay,  Or¬ 
der  No.  127,  stated  in  part: 

Since  the  minimum  prices  which  all  han¬ 
dlers  must  pay  are  equal  in  each  use,  no 
handler  is  placed  at  a  competitive  disadvan¬ 
tage  with  respect  to  his  sales  of  milk  within 
the  regulated  marketing  area. 

I  will  take  that  for  granted.  He  goes 
on: 

The  other  major  facet  of  the  order  pro¬ 
gram  is  the  equal  sharing  among  farmers  of 
returns  from  sale  of  milk.  In  this  way,  all 
farmers  have  an  equal  share  in  the  Class  I 
market  and  also  assume  an  equal  share  in 
any  surplus  delivered  to  the  market.  This 
method  of  sharing  returns  is  an  important 
stabilizing  influence,  for  it  removes  the  ne¬ 
cessity  for  farmers  to  undercut  each  other 
in  an  attempt  to  retain  an  equitable  share 
of  the  Class  I  market. 

This  equal  sharing  of  returns  is  carried 
out  through  a  so-called  equalization  fund. 
Handlers  use  different  proportions  of  their 
receipts  of  milk  as  Class  I  and  Class  II. 
Hence,  the  utilization  prices  of  indlvidua’ 
handlers  will  vary  from  the  marketwide 
average  price.  The  attainment  of  uniform 
returns  to  all  producers,  therefore,  requires 
that  those  handlers  whose  utilization  price 
is  higher  than  the  market  average  uniform 
price  pay  the  difference  between  such  uni¬ 
form  price  and  their  own  particular  utiliza¬ 
tion  price  into  the  equalization  fund,  and 
those  handlers  whose  utilization  price  is 
lower  than  the  market  uniform  price  draw 
money  out  of  the  fund. 

That  statement  struck  me  as  a  little 
curious,  because  it  has  not  been  too  long 
ago  when  this  administration  was  talk¬ 
ing  about  some  type  of  social  order.  To 
me  that  is  taking  money  from  a  pro¬ 
ducer  in  one  area  and  putting  it  in  a 
pool  so  that  a  producer  in  another  area 
can  draw  it  out.  To  me  that  is  economic 
equalization.  Does  the  Senator  from 
Vermont  agree  or  disagree? 

Mr.  AIKEN.  I  will  say  that  Mr. 
Miller  is  correct  when  he  says  each  pro¬ 
ducer  is  required  to  carry  his  share  of 
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the  surplus  production  of  that  area.  He 
is  not  quite  correct  when  he  states  they 
all  get  the  same  price  for  the  milk,  be¬ 
cause  under  the  Federal  marketing  order 
the  Secretary  fixes  a  minimum  price  for 
the  milk.  Conditions  may  be  different 
in  the  Baltimore  market  from  what  they 
are  in  the  Boston  market  or  other  mar¬ 
kets.  Distributors  in  the  New  England 
markets  frequently  pay  premiums,  and 
some  of  them  pay  premiums  at  cei*tain 
times  of  the  year  which  run  up  to  60  or 
80  cents  a  hundred  pounds.  Others  will 
pay  a  premium  only  a  few  cents  per  100 
pounds  above  the  minimum  price  fixed 
by  the  Secretary  under  the  marketing 
agreement.  For  example,  for  milk  in 
bulk  tanks,  most  of  the  companies  up 
to  now  has  given  about  15  cents  per  100- 
pound  premium  for  the  milk  above  the 
price  paid  for  milk  shipped  in  cans.  So 
there  is  nothing  in  the  marketing  order 
which  would  prevent  any  distributor 
from  continuing  to  pay  a  higher  price 
to  special  producers  if  he  saw  fit.  But 
they  will  have  to  carry  their  share  of 
this  surplus,  and  that  will  be  based  on 
the  average  price. 

Mr.  FREAR.  I  have  a  great  deal  of 
respect  for  Mr.  Miller,  but  I  have  a 
little  more  respect  for  the  Senator  from 
Vermont  because  I  think  he  knows  a 
little  more  about  what  he  is  talking 
about. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  I  have  seen  people  in  the 
milk  business  for  40  years  who  have  not 
learned  all  there  is  to  know  about  the 
business.  I  have  seen  them  get  tripped 
up  after  spending  all  their  lives  in  the 
business  by  someone  who  had  outfoxed 
them.  It  is  one  of  the  most  competitive 
businesses  on  the  face  of  the  globe. 

Mr.  FREAR.  Yes.  I  believe  the  Sen¬ 
ator  is  looking  at  one  right  now.  There 
are  a  number  of  small  producers  and 
small  handlers  in  our  State.  In  my 
opinon,  if  some  large  distributors  on  the 
other  side  of  the  bay  wished  to  take  an¬ 
other  area  into  their  distribution  system, 
they  might  use  the  milk  order  as  a  means 
of  forcing  those  handlers  and  producers 
under  a  milk  order,  and  the  only  result 
would  be  to  put  the  small  handlers  out 
of  business,  and  then  the  small  producer 
would  be  at  the  mercy  of  the  large  op¬ 
erator. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  Frankly,  I  do  not  know 
what  the  formula  for  the  Baltimore 
marketing  area  is.  I  believe  the  situa¬ 
tion  on  the  Eastern  Shore  is  undoubtedly 
as  described  by  the  Senator  from  Dela¬ 
ware,  and  if  it  is — and  I  expect  it  is — I 
would  be  doing  exactly  what  he  is  doing 
here.  I  recall  that  20  or  25  years  ago  in 
New  England  there  were  18  auctions  of 
dairies  in  1  town  in  1  week;  small 
dairies  going  out  of  business.  The  milk 
producers  just  had  to  get  together. 

Mr.  FREAR.  I  believe  the  producers 
have  every  right  to  get  together  in  order 
to  market  their  milk,  and  I  believe  the 
distributors  have  a  right  to  have  a  fair 
margin  of  profit.  But  the  ones  I  am 
most  interested  in  are  the  producers  of 
milk.  I  am  frank  to  admit  that.  I  do 
not  wish  to  see  the  producers  of  milk  in 
Delaware  compelled  to  market  95  per¬ 
cent  of  their  class  I  milk  in  the  66% -per¬ 
cent  class.  That  is  the  whole  object  of 
the  proposal. 


I  think  the  Senator  from  Vermont  has 
taken  care  of  his  constituents  in  Ver¬ 
mont,  and  I  know  they  are  grateful  to 
him  for  it.  The  senior  Senator  from 
Delaware  and  I  wish  to  do  a  little  some¬ 
thing  for  our  constituents  in  Delaware. 

I  apologize  to  the  Senator  from  Georgia 
and  the  Senator  from  Vermont  for  utiliz¬ 
ing  so  much  time,  but  I  am  grateful  to 
both  of  them 

Mr.  AIKEN.  Mr.  President,  the  peo¬ 
ple  of  Delaware  are  fortunate  to  have 
such  able  Senators  as  the  senior  and 
junior  Senators  from  Delaware. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  The  Senator  from 
Delaware  need  not  apologize  to  me.  I 
expect  Senators  to  represent  their  con¬ 
stituency  with  the  same  feeling  and  de¬ 
termination  which  the  Senator  from  Del¬ 
aware  always  displays.  Again  may  I  say 
that  I  discussed  this  subject  at  an  earlier 
date  with  the  senior  Senator  from  Dela¬ 
ware,  and  I  can  say  that  the  farmers  of 
Delaware  are  mighty  lucky  they  have 
representing  them  the  two  Senators  who 
are  presently  with  us. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  Mr. 
President,  on  behalf  of  the  Senator  from 
Illinois  [Mr.  DirksenJ  and  myself  I  send 
to  the  desk  an  amendment  and  ask  to 
have  it  stated. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
amendment  offered  by  the  Senator  from 
Delaware  on  behalf  of  himself  and  the 
Senator  from  Illinois  will  be  stated. 

The  Chief  Clerk.  It  is  proposed  on 
page  14,  lines  1  and  2,  to  strike  out 
“$250,000,000”  and  to  insert  in  lieu 
thereof  “$100,000,000.” 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  Mr. 
President,  the  budget  request  for  this 
particular  item,  which  is  for  the  ACP 
payments,  is  only  $100  million.  The 
testimony  of  the  representatives  of  the 
Department  of  Agriculture  clearly  states 
that  all  that  they  are  requesting  or  all 
that  they  think  they  need  is  $100  million. 
I  talked  with  officials  of  the  American 
Farm  Bureau,  and  they  recommended 
that  this  item  be  reduced  to  $100  million; 
and  they  stated  emphatically  in  the  tes¬ 
timony  before  the  committee  that  they 
thought  the  money  could  better  be  used 
elsewhere  so  far  as  the  American  farmer 
was  concerned. 

The  purpose  of  this  appropriation  is 
to  finance  a  portion  of  the  cost  of  lime 
and  other  types  of  fertilizers  for  farmers. 
The  Government  pays  about  half  of  the 
cost  under  certain  conditions. 

Thus  we  have  a  situation  in  which  we 
are  spending  $4  billion  to  $5  billion  a 
year  to  support  the  prices  for  American 
agriculture.  We  have  about  $9  billion 
worth  of  agricultural  commodities  on 
hand,  and  in  the  proposed  legislation  we 
would  be  giving  $250  million  presumably 
to  enable  the  farmers  produce  more  sur¬ 
plus.  The  proposal  is  to  give  free  ferti¬ 
lizer  to  produce  more  crops  at  the  ex¬ 
pense  of  the  American  taxpayer.  This 
is  a  ridiculous  contradiction.  There  may 
have  been  a  use  for  these  programs  in 
the  past,  but  I  do  not  think  they  are 
needed  at  a  time  when  we  have  more 
agriculture  crops  than  we  need. 

There  are  many  other  features  of  the 
bill  which  deal  with  soil  conservation 
that  can  be  justified,  but  I  think  this  is 
one  item  which  can  well  be  returned  to 


the  budget  request,  thereby  saving  $150 
million.  I  know  the  Senator  from  Geor¬ 
gia  will  agree  that  we  cannot  reduce  the 
amount  of  the  appropriation  this  year. 
This  is  an  item  under  which  we  appro¬ 
priate  one  year  in  advance.  Last  year 
we  had  a  similar  debate  in  an  attempt 
to  cut  the  figure  back,  and  we  lost.  Con¬ 
gress  last  year  insisted  upon  the  $250 
million  figure.  As  a  result  we  are  appro¬ 
priating  in  this  bill  $242  million  to  pay 
last  year’s  commitments. 

I  agree  fully  with  those  other  Members 
of  the  Senate  who  say  it  will  be  unreal¬ 
istic  to  try  this  year  to  cut  the  $242  mil¬ 
lion  figure,  although  I  did  try  to  cut  it 
last  year.  Last  year  when  we  rejected 
an  amendment  similar  to  the  one  which 
is  now  being  offered,  we  in  effect  in¬ 
structed  the  Department  of  Agriculture 
to  make  these  contracts  with  the  Amer¬ 
ican  farmers  to  the  extent  of  $250  mil¬ 
lion  annually.  Once  they  are  made  they 
must  be  paid.  We  have  no  alternative. 

By  the  same  token  if  we  reject  the 
amendment  today  we  will  automatically 
increase  the  expenditures  in  the  next 
fiscal  year  by  $150  million  over  and  above 
the  amount  which  is  recommended  by 
the  Bureau  of  the  Budget.  I  repeat  that 
the  Department  of  Agriculture,  the 
American  Farm  Bureau,  and  many  other 
farm  organizations  have  endorsed  this 
reduction. 

I  do  not  for  1  minute  question  the 
sincerity  of  the  Senators  who  are  op¬ 
posing  the  amendment — they  believe  in 
the  program — but  it  is  significant  that 
the  strongest  supporter  for  the  $250  mil¬ 
lion  in  the  bill  is  the  National  Agricul¬ 
tural  Limestone  Institute.  As  a  matter 
of  fact,  they  favor  raising  the  amount  to 
$500  million,  which  would  be  an  increase 
to  five  times  more  than  the  request  of  the 
Bureau  of  the  Budget.  The  membership 
of  this  institute  sells  most  of  the  lime 
under  this  program.  It  maintains  a 
Washington  representative,  Robert  M. 
Koch,  as  a  lobbyist.  It  realizes,  of  course, 
that  its  best  customer  is  the  U.S.  Gov¬ 
ernment  and  that  all  they  have  to  do  is  to 
have  the  appropriations  increased  in 
order  to  sell  more  lime.  All  they  have 
to  do  is  sit  back  and  sell  the  lime  to  the 
U.S.  Government.  In  an  effort  to  get 
larger  appropriations  they  circulate  mil¬ 
lions  of  copies  of  letters  throughout  the 
various  States  calling  the  direct  atten¬ 
tion  of  the  farmers  as  to  how  Members  of 
the  Senate  voted  on  this  appropriation. 
They  pointed  out  in  their  letters  how 
disastrous  it  would  have  been  if  the  ap¬ 
propriation  had  been  cut  even  a  little 
bit. 

Disastrous  for  whom?  Disastrous  for 
the  organization  which  is  selling  the  lime 
to  the  Government.  Mr.  Koch  sent  this 
letter  over  his  signature  as  president  of 
the  organization  throughout  the  country. 
Certainly  I  do  not  question  his  sincerity, 
because  he  has  a  nice  thing,  living  in 
Washington  as  a  lobbyist  and  getting  an 
appropriation  out  of  the  Government  un¬ 
der  which  the  Government  will  buy  his 
lime.  All  he  has  to  do  is  sit  back  and 
let  the  Government  pay  for  it. 

I  have  before  me  what  is  allegedly  a 
reprint  from  the  Congressional  Record 
that  was  circulated  by  this  high-powered 
lobbyist.  It  even  has  the  seal  of  the 
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United  States  of  America  on  it  to  make  it 
look  official. 

It  is  labeled  "Congressional  Record” 
and  is  described  as  “proceedings  and  de¬ 
bate  of  the  86th  Congress,  1st  Session, 
June  2,  1959.”  It  indicates  that  this  was 
the  entire  debate  on  the  amendment  last 
year.  However,  even  though  it  looks  like 
a  reprint  from  the  Congressional  Rec¬ 
ord,  it  is  actually  not  a  reprint  at  all. 
He  has  skipped  around  on  several  pages 
of  the  Congressional  Record  and  taken 
excerpts  from  speeches  of  various  Sen¬ 
ators,  and  then  assembled  those  excerpts 
as  being  the  debate  in  support  of  his 
big  appropriation.  This  is  definitely  and 
deliberately  misleading. 

Various  Senators  are  quoted  in  this 
allegedly  true  transcript  of  the  Congres¬ 
sional  Record  of  June  2,  1959,  but  the 
quotes  are  taken  out  of  context  and  re¬ 
assembled  to  support  his  own  argument. 

I  realize  that  everyone  has  the  right 
to  quote  from  the  Congressional  Record. 
It  is  public  property  once  it  has  been 
printed.  No  one  has  the  right,  however, 
to  go  through  the  Congressional  Record, 
take  out  of  context  statements  by  various 
Members  of  the  Senate,  assemble  those 
excerpts,  and  then  present  them  as  a 
statement  of  a  Senator’s  position,  and 
further  to  indicate  that  he  has  repro¬ 
duced  the  Senate  proceedings  and  de¬ 
bate.  That  is  deliberately  being  mis¬ 
leading. 

Every  Member  of  the  Senate  knows 
that  if  we  wish  to  make  a  reprint  from 
the  Congressional  Record  we  must 
print  the  transcript  in  its  entirety  or 
clearly  state  that  it  represents  excerpts 
only.  We  cannot  just  eliminate  the  re¬ 
marks  of  Senators  who  happen  to  be  in 
opposition  to  what  we  advocate. 

These  letters  with  the  alleged  reprints 
of  the  Congressional  Record  were 
mailed  to  millions  of  farmers.  They  call 
the  attention  of  the  farmers  to  how  the 
Members  of  Congress  from  their  States 
voted  and  indicate  that  those  who  voted 
to  cut  the  appropriation  almost  de¬ 
stroyed  the  American  farmer. 

I  have  here  the  letter  that  was  sent 
throughout  the  State  of  Delaware.  Its 
enclosure  allegedly  is  a  reprint  of  the 
debate  last  year  when  an  effort  was 
made  to  reduce  this  same  appropriation. 
The  letter  states  that  Senator  Frear  and 
Senator  Williams  voted  against  this 
program  and  continues  by  saying: 

Fortunately,  they  were  in  the  minority, 
and  the  program  was  left  at  $250  million. 

The  letter  further  states  that  the  vote 
was  51  to  26  to  defeat  the  Williams 
amendment.  Presumably  they  think  it 
would  have  been  disastrous  if  the 
amendment  had  been  accepted.  They 
even  claim  that  84  percent  of  the  farmers 
in  Delaware  were  against  the  vote  cast 
by  Senator  Frear  and  Senator  Williams. 
Mr.  Koch  knows  how  to  sell  lime  to  the 
Government,  but  he  does  not  know  the 
Delaware  farmers.  I  think  the  two 
Senators  from  Delaware  know  what  we 
are  doing  when  we  represent  our  farm¬ 
ers.  It  might  interest  Mr.  Koch  to  know 
that  our  farm  organizations  have 
strongly  supported  the  position  we  have 
taken  here  on  the  floor  of  the  Senate. 
Mr.  Koch  is  just  another  lobbyist  whose 
only  interest  in  the  American  farmer  is 


how  much  money  he  can  make  selling 
lime  to  the  Government. 

Whether  a  lobbyist  is  for  or  against  a 
bill  or  proposal  is  his  business,  and  I 
respect  his  right  to  represent  his  clients; 
but  I  raise  serious  question  with  respect 
to  the  propriety  of  any  lobbyist’s  taking 
excerpts  from  the  Congressional  Rec¬ 
ord,  assembling  them  in  this  fashion, 
and  then  circulating  them  throughout 
the  country,  representing  them  to  be  the 
complete  Senate  proceedings,  in  an  at¬ 
tempt  to  obtain  a  larger  appropriation. 
Unquestionably,  this  is  a  threat  by  a 
lobbyist  to  defeat  the  representatives  in 
Congress  who  do  not  comply  with  his 
wishes  by  voting  as  he  says. 

I  wonder  whether  Mr.  Koch  should 
not  register  the  expenditure  for  circu¬ 
larizing  what  is  supposedly  an  accurate 
reproduction  of  the  Congressional 
Record  and  whether  he  should  not  also 
file  with  the  appropriate  elections  com¬ 
mittees  the  contribution  he  is  making 
toward  the  election  or  defeat  of  various 
Members  of  Congress  who  do  not 
knuckle  down  to  what  he  wants. 

I  will  ask  the  Department  of  Justice 
to  review  these  letters  to  see  if  it  is  a 
proper  lobbying  activity  for  a  registered 
lobbyist  to  take.  I  do  not  believe  it  is 
proper  for  him  to  take  from  the  con¬ 
gressional  proceedings  excerpts  from 
several  pages  and  assemble  them  in  such 
a  fashion  as  to  make  them  look  like  a 
continuous  debate.  Can  this  be  charged 
off  as  expenses  which  would  be  indirectly 
attributed  to  lobbying? 

The  strongest  supporters  of  this  in¬ 
creased  expenditure  are  those  who  stand 
to  make  the  most  money;  namely,  the 
Limestone  Institute.  It  wants  to  sell 
$500  million  worth  of  lime  throughout 
the  United  States  without  the  necessity 
of  having  salesmen  go  out  on  the  road, 
as  they  ordinarily  would  have  to  do. 
They  know  that  they  can  get  a  good 
price  for  it  in  this  way. 

I  raise  a  question  about  the  advis¬ 
ability  of  appropriating  two  and  a  half 
times  as  much  money  as  the  Department 
of  Agriculture  or  the  Bureau  of  the 
Budget  recommends.  Why  should  we 
spend  $250  million  to  furnish  free 
fertilizer  or  to  subsidize  lime  for  Ameri¬ 
can  farmers  to  produce  more  crops  when 
we  already  have  an  overabundance  of 
these  agricult ural  products?  We  are  al¬ 
ready  paying  around  $350  million  under 
the  bill  to  get  farmers  to  take  out  of 
production  some  of  their  land. 

This  contradictory  program  will 
bankrupt  the  American  taxpayers. 

In  the  interest  of  the  farmer  and  in 
the  interest  of  the  taxpayers  I  believe 
it  is  about  time  that  Congress  made  up 
its  mind  in  which  direction  it  wishes  to 
go.  Do  we  want  to  curtail  the  surpluses 
or  are  we  trying  to  increase  them?  If  my 
amendment  is  rejected  it  will  auto¬ 
matically  increase  the  appropriation  in 
the  bill  by  $150  million  above  what  is 
needed.  In  the  interest  of  economy  and 
in  the  interest  of  America  the  amend¬ 
ment  should  be  agreed  to.  It  may  not  be 
in  the  interest  of  the  American  Agri¬ 
cultural  Lime  Institute,  but  I  am  not 
concerned  about  the  Lime  Institute.  It 
is  about  time  that  they  realize  that  if  we 
are  going  to  have  a  free  enterprise  sys¬ 
tem  in  this  country  they  had  better  ac¬ 
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cept  some  responsibilities.  As  one 
Member  of  the  Senate,  I  do  not  hesitate 
to  tell  them  that  it  is  not  their  place  to 
sell  their  lime  here  in  Congress  but  to 
go  out  on  the  American  farms  and  do  it 
the  way  it  used  to  be  done. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  I  yield 
to  the  Senator  from  Ohio. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  The  Senator  from 
Delaware  has  just  mentioned  the  Na¬ 
tional  Agricultural  Limestone  Institute. 
About  3  months  ago  I  received  an  invita¬ 
tion  to  be  present  at  a  banquet  spon¬ 
sored  by  that  association.  The  letter 
came  to  me  about  a  week  after  I  had  re¬ 
ceived  a  letter  from  an  Ohio  constituent, 
a  farmer,  which  enclosed  a  letter  which 
the  Limestone  Institute  had  sent  to  Ohio 
farmers.  The  letter  was  written  by  the 
Limestone  Institute,  and  in  substance 
stated  : 

We  call  your  attention  to  the  fact  that 
Senator  Lausche  voted  in  favor  of  the 
Williams  amendment,  which  would  have 
reduced  the  appropriation  for  this  pro¬ 
gram  from  $250  million  to  $100  million. 
We  do  not  point  this  out  to  you  for  the 
purpose  of  prejudicing  Senator  Lausche 
in  his  political  position,  but  we  want  you 
to  know  that  he  voted  against  the 
amendment. 

I  wonder  why  they  pointed  out  that  I 
voted  against  it,  if  they  did  not  intend 
that  I  should  be  prejudiced  in  the  eyes 
of  Ohio  voters. 

The  Ohio  farmer  who  wrote  to  me 
said,  in  effect,  "Instead  of  being  influ¬ 
enced  by  the  letter,  I  have  become  forti¬ 
fied  in  the  conviction  that  the  position 
which  you  and  Senator  Williams,  of 
Delaware,  took  is  right.”  I  do  not  know 
whether  it  has  been  disclosed  on  the 
floor  of  the  Senate  that  letters  of  the 
type  which  my  Ohio  constituent  referred 
to  were  sent  out. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  I  have 
just  discussed  that  point  and  pointed  out 
how  they  were  being  mailed  to  farmers 
in  several  States. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE*  In  what  unpreju¬ 
diced,  objective,  national-serving  pur¬ 
pose  is  this  institute  engaged?  Is  it  in¬ 
terested  in  the  strength  and  the  fiscal 
stability  and  the  goodness  of  our  Gov¬ 
ernment?  Or  is  it  sending  out  letters 
of  this  type  for  the  purpose  of  insuring 
that  there  shall  be  made  available  to 
them  a  large  lime-purchasing  public? 
The  questions  are  rhetorical;  they  an¬ 
swer  themselves.  The  interest  of  the 
Limestone  Institute  is  the  selling  of  lime, 
even  though  the  taxpayers  generally 
have  to  pay  for  it. 

I  want  it  clearly  understood  by  the 
farmers  of  Ohio,  in  particular,  and  by 
all  the  taxpayers  of  Ohio,  in  general, 
that  I  will  not  vote  for  the  spending  of 
money  to  reduce  farm  production,  on  the 
one  hand,  and  then  for  the  spending  of 
money  for  the  purpose  of  increasing 
farm  production,  on  the  other  hand.  It 
is  similar  to  the  situation  of  a  man  who 
is  building  up  the  front  of  his  house 
while  the  back  of  it  is  on  fire. 

I  commend  the  Senator  from  Dela¬ 
ware  for  the  position  which  he  has  taken 
in  this  matter.  If  we  intend  to  reduce 
farm  production  to,  in  a  measure,  equal 
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the  consumption  of  farm  products,  the 
way  to  do  it  is  not  by  spending  this 
amount  of  money  to  provide  fertilizer 
and  other  things  which  will  increase 
farm  production. 

I  commend  the  Senator  from  Dela¬ 
ware  for  the  position  which  he  took.  I 
shall  gladly  support  him  in  the  amend¬ 
ment  which  he  has  offered  today. 

The  time  has  come  to  declare  the  facts 
as  they  exist.  It  is  argued  that  each 
farmer  will  get  about  $170.  There  are 
1,100,000  of  them — 1,100,000  voters.  How 
can  we  afford  to  pay  each  one  $170? 
The  farmer  has  rebelled  against  this. 
He  does  not  want  to  be  offended  in  that 
way.  Yet  that  is  what  we  are  doing  on 
the  floor  of  the  Senate.  I  will  not  be  a 
party  to  it. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  I  thank 
the  Senator  from  Ohio  for  his  statement. 
I  fully  agree  with  his  statement.  I  say 
again  that  I  know  there  are  Members  of 
the  Senate  who  sincerely  believe  in  the 
full  appropriation  for  this  program.  I 
respect  the  right  of  any  Senator  to  dif¬ 
fer  with  the  position  I  take  and  which 
I  know  the  Senator  from  Ohio  takes. 
But  I  join  with  the  Senator  from  Ohio 
in  questioning  whether  there  is  any  de¬ 
gree  of  sincerity  in  the  statement  of  Mr. 
Koch,  the  president  of  the  National  Agri¬ 
cultural  Limestone  Institute,  so  far  as 
the  American  farmer  is  concerned.  His 
only  interest  is  in  selling  $500  million 
worth  of  lime  to  the  U.S.  Government. 
He  is  interested  in  what  he  can  make  on 
the  farmer  and  not  in  what  he  can  do  for 
him. 

I  point  out  again  that  in  the  letter  sent 
throughout  Ohio  and  throughout  Dela¬ 
ware  as  well  as  throughout  other  States 
he  has  noted  that  the  amount  involved 
is  $250  million  and  has  suggested  that 
instead  of  cutting  it  to  $100  million  it 
should  be  increased  to  $500  million  a 
year.  He  is  strongly  against  the  action 
of  those  who  voted  against  the  increase. 

He  was  careful  in  the  letters  to  point 
out  and  emphasize  the  fact  that  the  in¬ 
stitute  is  calling  this  to  the  reader’s  at¬ 
tention  not  with  the  idea  of  defeating 
a  certain  Senator;  bu#  that  objective  is 
certainly  foremost  in  his  mind.  The  let¬ 
ter  was  sent  out  for  only  one  reason,  and 
that  was  to  be  a  warning  to  Members 
of  the  Senate  that  if  we  continue  to  vote 
against  their  recommendations  for  ap¬ 
propriations,  they  will  circularize  the 
farmers  of  our  States  in  an  attempt  to 
defeat  us  in  the  election.  There  is  an 
implied  threat  in  every  one  of  the  let- 

t/GTS 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  I  yield. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  Does  the  Senator 
have  a  copy  of  that  letter? 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  Yes. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  I  have  not  been  able 
to  locate  my  own  copy. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  It  so 
happens  that  I  have  a  copy  of  the  let¬ 
ter  that  went  to  the  farmers  in  Ohio 
as  well  as  copies  of  the  letters  which 
were  sent  to  the  various  other  States 
including  Delaware. 

I  call  attention  again  to  the  fact  that 
along  with  each  of  the  letters  that  went 


to  the  various  farmers  was  an  alleged 
reprint  from  the  Congressional  Record. 
It  was  described  as  a  part  of  the  pro¬ 
ceedings  of  the  86th  Congress,  1st  ses¬ 
sion,  under  date  of  June  2,  1959. 

That  enclosure  was  not  the  proceed¬ 
ings  of  the  Senate  of  that  day  on  the 
debate  on  this  question.  All  contain 
excerpts  from  statements  which  various 
Senators  made  as  they  spoke  on  the 
amendment.  It  is  made  to  appear  that 
practically  all  the  speakers  were  opposed 
to  the  amendment. 

If  a  man  wishes  to  distribute  the  pro¬ 
ceedings  of  the  U.S.  Senate  from  the 
Congressional  Record,  they  are  sup¬ 
posed  to  be  printed  in  their  entirety. 
He  does  not  have  a  right  to  take  a  para¬ 
graph  from  a  man’s  statement  at  one 
place  and  another  paragraph  from  an¬ 
other  man’s  statement,  assemble  them, 
and  send  them  out  under  the  heading 
“Congressional  Record  Proceedings” 
without  an  indication  that  they  are  only 
excerpts  from  the  Record. 

I  believe  Mr.  Koch  has  gone  a  little 
too  far  in  his  concern  to  sell  lime  to 
the  U.S.  Government.  I  wonder  if  it 
would  not  do  him  good  to  get  out  in 
the  old-fashioned  way,  as  many  Ameri¬ 
can  farmers  do,  and  work  for  a  living 
rather  than  to  sit  back  and  gouge  the 
American  taxpayers  as  well  as  the  farm¬ 
ers  as  he  has  been  doing  for  the  last 
several  years. 

I  hope  the  amendment  will  be  adopted; 
not  as  a  repudiation  of  Mr.  Koch,  but  on 
its  merits.  Certainly  the  taxpayers  can 
well  use  the  saving  of  $150  million,  which 
would  be  saved,  and  it  would  bring  the 
amount  down  to  the  budget  recommen¬ 
dations. 


COMPACT  FOR  /APPORTIONMENT 
OF  WATERS'  OF  BIG  BfcffJE  RIVER 
BETWEEN  STATES  OF  \KANSAS 
AND  NEBRASKA 

Mr.  HRUSKA.  Mr.  President, V  ask 
that  the  Chair  lay  before  the  Senaw\the 
amendment  of  the  House  of  Representa¬ 
tives  1<5  Senate  bill  1605.  After  I  make 

explanation,  I  desire  to  move  that’' 
th/ Senate  concur  in  the  amendment  of 
e  House  of  Representatives. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  laid  before 
the  Senate  the  amendment  of  the  House 
of  Representatives  to  the  bill — S.1605 — 
granting  the  consent  of  Congress  to  the 
States  of  Kansas  and  Nebraska  to  nego¬ 
tiate  and  enter  into  a  compact  relating 
to  the  apportionment  of  the  waters  of 
the  Big  Blue  River  and  its  tributaries  as 
they  affect  such  States,  which  was,  to 
strike  out  all  after  the  enacting  clause 
and  insert: 

That  the  consent  of  Congress  Is  hereby 
given  to  the  States  of  Kansas  and  Nebraska 
to  negotiate  and  enter  into  a  compact  relat¬ 
ing  to  the  interests  of  such  States  in  the 
waters  of  the  Big  Blue  River  and  all  its  tribu¬ 
taries,  and  providing  for  an  equitable  appor¬ 
tionment  between  said  States  of  the  waters 
of  the  Big  Blue  River  and  its  tributaries  and 
for  matters  incident  thereto:  Provided,  That 
one  qualified  person  appointed  by  the  Presi¬ 
dent  of  the  United  States  shall  participate  in 
such  negotiations  as  chairman,  representing 
the  United  States,  and  shall  make  a  report 
to  the  President  and  to  the  Congress  on  the 


proceedings  and  on  the  compact.  The  person 
so  appointed  shall  be  chosen  from  among 
persons  who  are  regularly  employed  full  time 
by  a  department  or  agency  of  the  United 
States  and  shall  receive  no  additional  com¬ 
pensation  by  reason  of  appointment  under 
this  Act.  His  travel  expenses,  including  per 
diem  in  lieu  of  subsistence,  shall  be  borne/ 
by  the  department  or  agency  from  which 
is  appointed.  No  compact,  the  negotiat/n 
of  which  is  authorized  by  this  Act,  sha/ be 
binding  upon  the  parties  thereto  untiUft  has 
been  ratified  by  the  legislatures  of  /ach  of 
the  respective  States,  and  approved  by  the 
Congress  of  the  United  States. 

Mr.  HRUSKA.  Mr.  P resident,  the 
House  has  amended  the  bill,  which  was 
passed  last  year  by  thisijody,  by  insert¬ 
ing  an  amendment  in/the  nature  of  a 
substitute.  The  effect 3f  the  amendment 
is  to  limit  the  appointment  by  the  Presi¬ 
dent  of  the  Unitod  States  of  the  person 
who  will  represent  the  United  States  to 
a  person  who  shall  be  chosen  from 
among  persons  who  are  regularly  em¬ 
ployed,  fuJT  time,  by  a  department  or 
agency  of  the  United  States,  and  it  is 
provided  that  such  person  shall  receive 
no  additional  salary. 

e  Senate  version  allowed  the  ap- 
ntment  of  the  Government  repre- 
fentative  to  be  made  by  the  President 
from  among  persons  either  within  the 
Government  or  outside  the  employ  of 
the  Government. 

Before  I  move  that  the  Senate  con¬ 
cur  in  the  amendment  of  the  House,  let 
me  say  that  I  consulted  with  the  Sena¬ 
tors  from  Kansas  and  also  with  my  col¬ 
league  from  Nebraska  [Mr.  Curtis!  ;  and 
all  of  them  are  in  agreement  with  the 
motion  which  I  shall  make,  and  are  in 
support  of  it. 

Mr.  CARLSON.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  from  Nebraska  yield? 

Mr.  HRUSKA.  I  yield. 

Mr.  CARLSON.  I  understand  that  the 
amendment  relates  to  Senate  bill  1605, 
which  grants  the  consent  of  Congress  to 
the  States  of  Kansas  and  Nebraska  to 
negotiate  and  enter  into  a  compact  relat¬ 
ing  to  the  apportionment  of  the  waters 
of  the  Big  Blue  River  and  its  tributaries 
^as  they  affect  such  States. 

JMr.  HRUSKA.  That  is  correct. 

CARLSON.  I  also  understand 
that\under  the  bill,  the  President  will 
make\he  appointment;  and  I  further 
understand  that,  under  the  amendment 
of  the  Hol*se  of  Representatives,  instead 
of  appointiHg  any  person,  the  President 
must  appoint  someone  who  already  is 
employed  by  the  Federal  Government. 

Mr.  HRUSKAS.  That  is  correct;  and 
no  additional  compensation  will  be  paid 
to  such  person  forVis  services  on  the 
Compact  Commissions 

Mr.  CARLSON.  VeryWell. 

Mr.  HRUSKA.  Mr.  President,  having 
made  that  explanation — and  let  me  say 
that  the  matter  has  been  cleared  by  the 
leadership  on  both  sides — I  nn  move 
that  the  Senate  concur  in  the hunend- 
ment  of  the  House  of  Representatives. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  SThe 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  motion \^f 
the  Senator  from  Nebraska. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to. 
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CONTINUATION  FOR  2  YEARS  OF  EX¬ 
ISTING  SUSPENSION  OF  DUTIES 

Of^  CERTAIN  LATHES 

Mr\  BYRD  of  Virginia.  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  will  the  Senator  from  Georgia  yield 
to  me?  \ 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  I  yield. 

Mr.  BYkD  of  Virginia.  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  I  ask  shat  the  Chair  lay  before  the 
Senate  a  message  from  the  House  of  Rep¬ 
resentatives  announcing  its  disagreement 
to  the  amendments  of  the  Senate  to 
House  bill  9862.X 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  laid  be¬ 
fore  the  Senate  \  message  from  the 
House  of  Representatives  announcing 
its  disagreement  to  the  amendments  of 
the  Senate  to  the  bnl  (H.R.  9862)  to 
continue  for  2  years  thevexisting  suspen¬ 
sion  of  duties  on  certaimlathes  used  for 
shoe  last  roughing  or  for  shoe  last  finish¬ 
ing,  and  requesting  a  conference  with 
the  Senate  on  the  disagreeing  votes  of 
the  two  Houses  thereon.  \ 

Mr.  BYRD  of  Virginia.  I  move  that 
the  Senate  insist  upon  its  amendments, 
agree  to  the  request  of  the  House  for  a 
conference,  and  that  the  Chair  appoint 
the  conferees  on  the  part  of  the  sViate. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to;  tancK  the 
Presiding  Officer  appointed  Mr.  Byrd,  of 
Virginia,  Mr.  Kerr,  Mr.  Fp,e\r,  Mr.  Carl¬ 
son,  and  Mr.  Bennett  conferees  on  thfe 
part  of  the  Senate.  \ 


AGRICULTURAL  AND  FARM  CREDIT 

ADMINISTRATION  APPROPRIA¬ 
TIONS,  1961 

The  Senate  resumed  the  consideration 
of  the  bill  (H.R.  12117)  making  appropri¬ 
ations  for  the  Department  of  Agriculture 
and  Farm  Credit  Administration  for  the 
fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1961,  and  for 
other  purposes. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  Mr.  President - 

Mr.  COOPER.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  from  Georgia  yield? 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  I  yield. 

Mr.  COOPER.  Let  me  say  that  I  can 
understand  the  feeling  of  the  Senator 
from  Delaware  [Mr.  Williams];  but  I 
should  like  to  suggest  to  the  Senate  that 
when  Senators  vote  on  the  amendment 
of  the  Senator  from  Delaware,  they 
should  distinguish  between  the  two  is¬ 
sues. 

The  Senator  from  Delaware  has  been 
talking  about  the  practices  of  a  repre¬ 
sentative  of  the  Limestone  Institute,  as 
I  understand  it.  But  when  the  vote  is 
taken,  Senators  must  vote  on  the  ACP 
program  on  its  merits. 

I  know  nothing  about  the  matter  of 
propriety  to  which  the  Senator  from  Del¬ 
aware  has  referred.  I  assume  that  what¬ 
ever  he  has  said  is  correct.  But  I  say  that 
when  the  Senate  proceeds  to  vote,  it 
should  consider  whether  it  wishes  to  sup¬ 
port  the  ACP  program. 

I  should  like  to  point  out  to  the  Sen¬ 
ate  that  the  agricultural  conservation 
program  is  a  cost-sharing  program.  The 
costs  are  shared  between  the  Federal 
Government  and  the  farmers  them¬ 
selves. 

As  to  the  limestone  used  in  the  pro¬ 
gram,  I  believe  I  am  correct  in  saying 
that  a  few  years  ago,  in  1953  or  1954,  be¬ 


cause  questions  had  been  raised  about 
the  use  of  limestone  to  increase  crop 
production,  the  Department  of  Agricul¬ 
ture  changed  the  regulations  so  as  to 
provide  that  ACP  limestone  could  no 
longer  be  used  on  any  farmland  for  any 
crop,  but  must  be  restricted  to  land  al¬ 
ready  in  grass  or  legumes,  or  land  being 
put  into  permanent  or  rotation  pasture. 
That  is,  limestone  can  now  be  used  only 
on  fallow  ground,  for  green-manure 
crops,  for  soil-building  and  conserving 
practices,  not  for  crop  production  pur¬ 
poses.  In  most  cases,  I  understand,  the 
land  must  remain  in  grass  for  3  or  4 
years.  If  limestone  is  being  used  on  cul¬ 
tivated  land  to  increase  crop  production 
in  the  State  of  Delaware,  that  is  some¬ 
thing  about  which  the  Senator  from 
Delaware  can  inquire. 

I  think  the  ACP  program  has  been  one 
of  the  best  farm  programs,  reaching 
large  numbers  of  small  farmers  at  a  rela¬ 
tively  small  cost  per  farm.  It  encour¬ 
ages  a  great  variety  of  soil-building  and 
water-conserving  practices,  and  the 
farmers  share  the  costs.  The  ACP  makes 
it  possible  for  thousands  of  farmers  to 
build  up  their  soil,  establish  and  main¬ 
tain  vegetative  cover,  provide  erosion 
control,  follow  better  forestry  practices, 
and  engage  in  any  number  of  other 
sound  conservation  practices.  I  have 
always  supported  this  program,  and  I 
have  seen  the  results  it  has  brought  to 
Kentucky. 

I  intend  to  support  the  action  taken 
by  the  committee  to  provide  the  full  reg¬ 
ular  authorization  of  $250  million  for 
the  ACP.  With  all  due  deference  to  my 
friend  the  Senator  from  Delaware,  I 
call  attention  to  the  fact  that  when  the 
vote  is  taken,  Senators  will  not  be  voting 
on  whether  some  representative  of  the 
Limestone  Institute  followed  a  practice 
which  might  not  be  proper.  Instead, 
we  shall  vote  on  the  agricultural  con¬ 
servation  program  on  its  merits.  I  shall 
oppose  the  amendment,  and  I  hope  it 
will  be  defeated. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  unanimous  con¬ 
sent  to  have  printed  at  this  point  in  the 
Record,  as  an  illustration  of  the  worth 
of  the  ACP,  a  statement  about  the  agri¬ 
cultural  conservation  program  in  Ken¬ 
tucky. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  state¬ 
ment  was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

Agricultural  Conservation  Program  in 
Kentucky 

Again  for  1959  the  owners  and  operators  of 
over  40,000  Kentucky  farms  made  use  of 
agricultural  conservation  program  (ACP) 
cost-sharing  to  make  additional  progress  on 
their  soil,  water,  and  woodland  conservation 
goals.  These  farmers,  whose  farms  include 
about  three-eighths  of  the  cropland  in  the 
State,  utilized  over  $7  million  of  ACP  funds, 
and  matched  that  amount  by  their  own  con¬ 
tributions. 

The  establishment  and  improvement  of 
permanent  vegetative  cover  for  soil  and 
watershed  protection  have  continued  in  re¬ 
cent  years  to  be  the  most  used  ACP  prac¬ 
tices.  However,  there  has  been  some  re¬ 
duction  in  the  percentage  of  Kentucky’s 
ACP  funds  used  for  these  purposes,  while 
forestry  and  mechanical  or  earth  moving 
types  of  practices  have  increased.  The 
establishment  of  livestock  water  facilities  as 
a  means  of  protecting  vegetative  cover  or 
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making  practicable  the  utilization  of  land 
for  vegetative  cover,  is  an  important  practice 
in  the  State,  accounting  for  about  one- 
seventh  of  the  program.  During  the  last 
5  years,  over  22,000  livestock  water  storage 
dams  have  been  constructed  in  the  State 
with  ACP  assistance. 

For  several  years  there  has  been  a  strong 
increase  each  year  in  the  acreage  of  forestry 
practices.  The  latest  annual  report  shows 
that  11,524  acres  of  trees  were  planted  for 
forestry  and  erosion  control  purposes  on  al¬ 
most  3,000  farms  in  91  counties,  and  that 
3,242  acres  of  timber  stands  were  improved 
in  49  counties.  The  leading  counties  in  tree 
planting  were  Perry,  763  acres;  Clay,  548 
acres;  Floyd,  546  acres;  Johnson,  457  acres; 
Knott,  449  acres;  and  Ohio,  443  acres. 

During  1959,  1,735  farms  in  small  water¬ 
shed  organized  by  local  groups  in  20  coun¬ 
ties,  usually  under  the  provisions  of  the 
Watershed  Protection  and  Flood  Prevention 
Act  (Public  Law  566),  utilized  $410,000  of 
ACP  funds  to  carry  out  land  treatment 
measures  in  the  12  watersheds  involved, 
which  had  been  authorized  for  operations. 
When  local  groups  are  ready  to  move  for¬ 
ward  with  organized  watershed  efforts,  the 
ASC  State  committee  gives  special  consid¬ 
eration  to  the  allocation  of  ACP  funds  to  the 
counties  in  which  these  small  watersheds 
are  located  in  order  that  the  funds  can  be 
used  as  effectively  as  possible  in  advancing 
the  farm  and  watershed  conservation  pro¬ 
grams  in  the  area.  Additional  amounts  of 
ACP  cost-sharing  were  used  in  several  water¬ 
sheds  authorized  for  planning,  but  not  then 
authorized  for  the  construction  of  major- 
works  of  improvement. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  Mr. 
President,  will  the  Senator  from  Ken¬ 
tucky  yield? 

Mr.  COOPER.  I  yield. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  In  my 
remarks  I  made  it  clear  that  there  can 
always  be  an  honest  difference  of  opin¬ 
ion  among  Senators  and  that  many  Sen¬ 
ators  and  organizations  are  sincerely 
supporting  this  program. 

Certainly  I  do  not  question  their  sin¬ 
cerity,  but  I  do  question  the  sincerity  of 
Mr.  Koch.  I  think  he  is  primarily  in¬ 
terested  in  selling  lime  regardless  of 
what  the  farmers  get  out  of  its  use ;  and 
furthermore  I  seriously  question  the  pro¬ 
priety  of  the  manner  in  which  he  seeks 
to  generate  support  in  having  these  ap¬ 
propriations  increased.  I  think  that  is 
an  entirely  off-base  activity  by  him  and 
his  organization. 

In  this  country  we  have  a  system  in 
which  lobbyists  have  a  right  to  submit 
their  views  to  Senators — and  certainly  I 
respect  the  right  of  any  organization  to 
present  its  views  to  us — however,  I  be¬ 
lieve  that  as  a  lobbyist,  Mr.  Koch  has 
gone  too  far.  When  he  tried  to  distort 
the  record  by  attempting  to  make  the 
farmers  believe  that  all  Members  of  Con¬ 
gress,  except  a  very  few,  are  in  favor  of 
this  proposal  he  goes  too  far. 

Furthermore,  I  point  out  that  it  is 
definitely  established  that  the  material 
which  Mr.  Koch  distributed  as  a  repro¬ 
duction  of  the  Congressional  Record 
was  only  excerpts  from  the  Record.  Ob¬ 
viously  he  did  not  include  all  of  the 
congressional  proceedings  in  connection 
with  that  matter.  Nevertheless,  the  ma¬ 
terial  which  was  sent  out  by  him  was 
handled  in  such  a  way  as  to  give  the  im¬ 
pression  that  it  constituted  all  of  the 
congressional  proceedings  in  connection 
with  the  debate  of  June  2, 1959. 
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I  have  offered  the  amendment  on  the 
basis  that  it  will  be  better  for  the  Amer¬ 
ican  farmers  if  my  proposal  is  adopted. 

In  my  opinion  it  is  time  to  stop  spend¬ 
ing  this  extra  $150  million  to  produce 
more  crops  when  we  already  have  more 
than  we  know  what  to  do  with,  and  I 
think  the  taxpayers  can  use  the  $150 
million  which  would  be  saved. 

But  again  I  want  it  clearly  understood 
that  I  desire  to  have  the  amendment 
voted  on  on  its  merits. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  Mr.  President,  I  am 
delighted  that  the  clarification  has  been 
made,  and  that  it  is  now  clear  that  the 
Senate  will  not  vote  on  the  practices  or 
activities  of  Mr.  Koch. 

Mr.  President,  1,114,459  American 
farmers  are  putting  up  their  own  money 
in  order  to  participate  in  this  great 
program  to  conserve  the  fertility  of  the 
soil  of  the  Nation  and  to  defend  against 
erosion  by  wind  or  water. 

Every  member  of  the  Senate  commit¬ 
tee  is  familiar  with  this  program,  and 
it  is  not  necessary  to  discuss  it  at  any 
great  length  at  this  time. 

For  some  incomprehensible  reason, 
ever  since  Mr.  Benson  took  over  the  De¬ 
partment  of  Agriculture,  he  has  under¬ 
taken  to  weaken  and,  in  fact,  to  defeat 
the  agricultural  conservation  program. 

I  say  for  some  incomprehensible  rea¬ 
son;  I  would  not  say  that  if  Mr.  Benson 
had  not  equally  urged  the  conservation 
phase  of  the  soil  bank  program,  which 
the  Government  finances  100  percent, 
and  which  reaches  only  300,000  farms, 
and  costs  3  times  as  much  per  acre  as 
the  agricultural  conservation  program. 

In  my  opinion,  we  get  more  conserva¬ 
tion  value  per  dollar  from  the  appro¬ 
priation  for  the  agricultural  conservation 
program  than  we  do  from  any  other 
activity  for  which  we  appropriate. 

There  are  a  great  many  different 
phases  of  the  constant  struggle  to  de¬ 
fend  the  fertility  of  our  soil,  in  order 
that  it  may  be  handed  down  unimpaired 
to  coming  generations.  We  get  more 
real  value  out  of  this  program  than  any 
other.  The  farmers  are  all  familiar  with 
it.  Plans  are  made  2  or  3  years  ahead, 
sometimes,  as  to  the  practices  farmers 
will  employ  on  their  farms. 

The  Senator  from  Delaware  is  correct 
in  saying  that  this  provision  goes  to  the 
1961  program.  It  does.  But  it  would  be 
a  great  tragedy  to  cut  this  program 
back  to  $100  million.  I  have  said  before, 
and  I  repeat  now,  that  it  would  be  bet¬ 
ter  to  cut  it  out  altogether  than  to  cut 
it  back  to  that  amount.  Some  $42  mil¬ 
lion  of  this  amount  goes  to  pay  for  the 
local  county  committees,  and  other  agen¬ 
cies  in  administration  of  the  program. 
It  would  be  better  to  abolish  it  alto¬ 
gether  than  to  undertake  to  carry  on 
what  would  amount  to  a  $56  million  con¬ 
servation  program  and  spend  some  $40 
million  to  administer  it. 

I  think  the  Senator  is  familiar  with 
this  program.  We  have  had  this  pro¬ 
gram  before  us  time  and  time  again.  I 
think  it  would  be  a  distinct  step  back¬ 
ward  to  adopt  the  amendment  proposed 
by  the  Senator  from  Delaware. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 


Mr.  RUSSELL.  I  yield  to  the  Senator 
from  Minnesota. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  I  want  to  identify 
myself  with  this  particular  recommenda¬ 
tion  of  the  committee.  I  believe,  as  the 
chairman  of  the  subcommittee  has 
stated,  that  the  ACP  is  the  most  con¬ 
structive  endeavor  that  we  make  in  the 
field  of  conservation.  To  cut  it  back 
to  the  dimensions  proposed  by  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Delaware  would  make  it  totally 
ineffective,  and  really  highly  discrim¬ 
inatory,  because  it  surely  could  not  cover 
the  amount  of  programing  for  con¬ 
servation  which  is  contemplated.  What 
is  more,  it  seems  to  me  that,  rather  than 
think  in  terms  of  a  reduction  of  this 
particular  program,  we  might  well  give 
serious  thought  to  a  greatly  revised  and 
expanded  conservation  program,  in 
which  there  is  farmer  participation  and 
cost  sharing,  because  that  kind  of  pro¬ 
gram  lends  itself  to  better  soil  manage¬ 
ment  than  pulling  whole  areas  out  of 
production  and  letting  them  stand  idle. 

If  any  Senator  wants  a  demonstration 
of  what  happens  when  vast  areas  are 
taken  out  of  production  under  the  soil 
bank,  all  he  has  to  do  is  travel  around 
this  country  and  see  the  great  growth  of 
weed  patches.  That  is  happening  in 
area  after  area. 

In  my  State  we  do  not  use  much  lime. 
After  all,  the  use  of  lime  relates  to  the 
condition  of  the  soil.  In  some  areas  we 
use  lime.  In  others  we  do  not.  If  the 
soil  is  alkaline,  lime  is  not  used.  If  it 
is  acid  or  rancid,  lime  is  used.  As  has 
been  indicated,  under  a  previous  order  of 
the  Department  of  Agriculture,  lime  is 
supposed  to  be  used  for  soilbuilding,  so 
it  cannot  be  used,  under  the  ACP  pro¬ 
gram,  on  soil  that  is  seeded  for  crops. 
The  purpose  of  the  program  is  to  en¬ 
courage  soilbuilding  practices,  and  is 
related  to  the  long-term  fertility  of  the 
soil. 

I  never  have  had  any  opportunity  to 
associate  with  the  Limestone  Institute. 
It  seems  to  me  once  I  attended  a  ban¬ 
quet  at  the  Statler  Hotel  and  heard  a 
good  speech.  That  was  about  all.  They 
do  not  spend  much  time  on  me.  I  was 
for  the  soil  conservation  program  long 
before  I  heard  of  the  Limestone  Insti¬ 
tute.  I  know,  as  a  druggist,  that  lime  is 
a  reasonably  good  chemical.  The  insti¬ 
tute  has  probably  gotten  a  little  free  pub¬ 
licity  here  today.  It  seems  to  me  that 
when  these  institutions  are  publicized  on 
the  floor  of  the  Senate  they  are  given 
undue  attention.  I  prefer  to  publicize 
the  agricultural  conservation  program. 

Mr.  CARLSON.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  I  yield  to  the  Senator 
from  Kansas. 

Mr.  CARLSON.  Mr.  President,  I  did 
not  want  this  opportunity  to  pass  With¬ 
out  at  least  expressing  my  approval  of 
the  soil  conservation  program.  I  con¬ 
cur  in  the  statement  that  has  been  made 
by  the  distinguished  Senator  from 
Georgia  [Mr.  Russell]  .  It  is  an  annual 
program.  It  is  a  program  in  operation. 
I  think  it  is  the  best  farm  program  we 
have  at  the  present  time.  Not  only  that; 
it  is  not  a  program  to  increase  crop 
production,  but  a  program  for  the  con¬ 
servation  of  soil. 


There  has  been  much  discussion  about 
lime  this  afternoon.  Lime  is  being  used, 
under  the  program,  where  it  is  needed. 
It  is  not  a  case  of  sending  out  for  lime 
to  be  placed  on  soil.  In  my  State  there 
are  areas  where  we  do  not  need  lime,  but 
there  are  areas  where  it  is  needed.  I  am 
glad  it  is  part  of  the  soil  conservation 
program.  I  am  glad  the  Senate  recog¬ 
nizes  that  we  should  not  reduce  an  item 
which  is  a  very  important  item  in  the 
bill. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  Mr. 
President,  I  recognize  that  one  of  the 
most  unpopular  things  we  can  do  is  to 
try  to  cut  appropriations.  It  is  always 
easier  to  vote  for  increased  appropria¬ 
tions.  Nevertheless,  it  is  the  increases 
in  appropriations  that  have  caused  the 
deficits  we  "have  had  for  the  past  several 
years.  This  is  one  place  where  we  can 
save  $150  million. 

Many  Members  of  Congress  have  ex¬ 
pressed  concern  over  our  inability  to  live 
within  our  national  income.  The  reason 
for  our  inability  to  live  within  our  na¬ 
tional  income  is  that  Congress  continues 
to  appropriate  more  money  than  is  col¬ 
lected  from  the  American  taxpayers. 

This  is  another  instance  in  which  the 
bill  provides  for  $150  million  more  than 
recommended  by  the  Budget  Bureau,  by 
the  Department  of  Agriculture,  and  by 
a  great  farm  organization,  the  American 
Farm  Bureau,  as  well  as  many  other 
American  farmers. 

Certainly,  the  American  taxpayers  can 
use  this  $150  million  saving  resulting 
from  the  adoption  of  this  amendment. 

I  think  the  amendment  should  be  ap¬ 
proved. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  amend¬ 
ment  of  the  Senator  from  Delaware. 

The  amendment  was  rejected. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  bill 
is  open  to  further  amendment. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Mr.  President,  I 
should  like  to  call  the  attention  of  the 
chairman  of  the  subcommittee  [Mr. 
Russell]  to  that  portion  of  the  bill  which 
deals  with  brucellosis  treatment. 

On  page  4,  line  1,  the  committee  figure 
of  $52,236,000  represents  the  plant  and 
animal  disease  and  pest  control  pro¬ 
gram,  of  which  a  part  will  be  for  the 
brucellosis  program. 

Mr.  President,  I  recognize  that  mem¬ 
bers  of  the  Senate  Appropriations  Com¬ 
mittee  increased  this  item  from  the 
amount  proposed  by  the  Department  of 
Agriculture,  $15,582,000,  to  the  more 
nearly  adequate  sum  of  $19  million. 
The  committee  members  recognized  that 
the  Department  recommendation  would 
fall  far  short  of  the  needs.  The  eco¬ 
nomics  of  the  accelerated  brucellosis 
eradication  program  have  been  discussed 
previously  when  the  agriculture  appro¬ 
priation  bill  has  been  brought  up. 

-  Each  year,  the  Department’s  own 
figures  show  that  the  sooner  we  bring 
this  disease  under  control  the  sooner  we 
can  reduce  this  expenditure.  And  each 
year,  the  Department  recommends  a  re¬ 
duced  appropriation.  Last  year  this 
program  was  cut  back  almost  20  percent, 
even  though  Congress  did  not  concur  in 
a  figure  as  low  as  that  requested  in  the 
budget.  Department  expert  witnesses 
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have  said  that  at  the  level  of  program 
activity  permitted  by  an  appropriation 
of  around  $16  million  it  would  take  14 
more  years  before  we  could  attain  a  na¬ 
tionwide  modified,  certified  brucellosis- 
free  condition.  However,  the  same  ex¬ 
pert  witnesses  state  that  under  an 
accelerated  program,  this  certified  con¬ 
dition  would  be  reached,  not  in  14  years, 
but  in  approximately  6  years.  Follow¬ 
ing  nationwide  certification,  another  5  to 
10  years  would  be  required  to  accomplish 
complete  eradication. 

It  is  a  simple  matter  of  mathematics 
that  the  go-slow  program  will  cost  the 
Nation  more  in  the  longer  period  of  time 
it  will  take  to  reach  a  successful  conclu¬ 
sion.  I  appreciate  that  the  committee 
took  this  into  account  when  it  increased 
the  appropriation  to  $19  million.  I  ask 
that  we  take  the  additional  step  which 
will  bring  the  program  operations  almost 
to  the  level  of  the  1958  program,  when 
the  Federal  contribution  was  $22,252,000. 

Mr.  President,  I  offer  the  amendment 
which  I  send  to  the  desk  and  ask  to  have 
stated. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
amendment  will  be  stated  for  the  infor¬ 
mation  of  the  Senate. 

The  Legislative  Clerk.  On  page  4, 
line  1,  it  is  proposed  to  strike  out  “$52,- 
236,000”  and  to  insert  in  lieu  thereof 
”$55,236,000.” 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Mr.  President,  the 
amendment  would  restore  the  brucel¬ 
losis  funds  to  the  level  of  operations 
which  we  had  in  1958.  The  testimony  of 
the  Department  of  Agriculture  shows 
that  there  is  a  great  need  for  this  money. 
Actually,  the  expansion  or  the  spread  of 
the  brucellosis  disease  results  in  one  of 
the  most  costly  operations  we  have  in  this 
country.  If  we  can  strike  a  greater  blow 
at  the  brucellosis  condition — which 
means,  of  course,  essentially,  buying  up 
the  herds  once  they  become  infected — 
we  shall  have  that  much  better  chance  of 
reducing  the  costs  in  the  long  run  and 
getting  our  country  in  a  so-called  brucel¬ 
losis  free  condition. 

As  I  recall  the  testimony  before  the 
committee,  it  indicates  that  the  Depart¬ 
ment  witnesses,  as  I  have  mentioned, 
were  of  the  opinion  thai  with  a  stepped 
up  program  we  could  reduce  the  time 
element  by  about  50  percent.  I  hope  that 
the  chairman  of  the  subcommittee  will 
not  find  it  too  difficult  to  accept  an 
amendment  which  would  restore  the  ap¬ 
propriations  not  to  some  new  high  figure 
but  to  the  level  of  the  1958  program. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  Mr.  President,  the 
committee  is  fully  aware  of  the  great 
importance  of  the  brucellosis  program. 

I  regret  that  I  cannot  accept  the 
amendment  which  the  Senator  has  of¬ 
fered.  This  proposal  was  discussed  in 
great  detail  in  the  subcommittee.  The 
subcommittee  agreed  on  the  figure  of  $19 
million.  The  figure  we  have  allowed  for 
this  very  important  program  is  $3% 
million  above  the  budget  estimate. 

It  is  quite  true  that  in  years  gone  by 
the  appropriation  for  this  item  has  been 
as  great  as  $25  million,  I  think,  in  1  year. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  The  Senator  is  cor¬ 
rect. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  We  have  made  great 
progress  with  this  program.  There  are 


a  number  of  States  which  are  practically 
free  of  this,  and  a  larger  number  of 
States  which  have  modified  certification. 

There  is  another  reason  why  I  would 
oppose  increasing  the  appropriations  for 
this  item  at  this  time.  We  have  provided 
adequate  funds  to  carry  on  the  work  in 
the  States  which  are  carrying  their  full 
share  of  the  load.  We  have  been  en¬ 
deavoring  to  get  some  equality  of  partici¬ 
pation  on  the  part  of  each  of  the  States 
in  this  program  for  several  years,  with¬ 
out  having  succeeded  in  doing  so.  At 
present  the  participation  runs  from  85 
percent  in  one  State  to  as  low  as  16  per¬ 
cent  in  another  State.  If  we  continue 
to  dole  out  and  to  shovel  out  Federal 
funds  as  requested  we  will  maintain  this 
inequality  as  among  the  several  States. 

I  do  not  wish  to  be  invidious  by  calling- 
out  the  names  of  any  of  the  States  which 
have  low  participation,  but  the  commit¬ 
tee  feels  very  strongly  that  the  Depart¬ 
ment  has  failed  in  the  effort  to  get  some 
of  the  States  to  contribute  as  substan¬ 
tially  as  they  should  for  this  program. 

The  $19  million,  when  weighed  against 
the  job  remaining  to  be  done,  is  really 
more  money  in  proportion  than  the  $25 
million  was  when  that  amount  was  ap¬ 
propriated,  because  we  have  made  great 
progress  in  this  campaign.  There  are 
entire  States  which  now  have  been  de¬ 
clared  completely  brucellosis-free. 
There  are  1,718  counties  in  the  United 
States — including  21  entire  States — 
which  have  received  the  modified  certifi¬ 
cation  of  complete  elimination  of  brucel¬ 
losis. 

This  is  undoubtedly  a  vital  campaign. 
It  is  important  to  public  health.  It  is 
important  to  the  people  who  own  dairy 
herds.  However,  we  are  making  splen¬ 
did  progress  with  the  program.  I  do 
not  think  we  can  justify  increasing  the 
appropriation  by  that  great  an  amount 
above  the  budget  estimate. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  May  I  make  one 
other  observation? 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  Yes. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  I  believe  it  was 
stated  in  the  testimony  that  in  the  1960 
budget  the  appropriation  was  approxi¬ 
mately  $16%  million.  The  Senate  pro¬ 
vided  some  $17%  million,  while  the 
House  provided  approximately  $15  mil¬ 
lion,  and  the  final  amount,  as  the  bill 
came  from  the  conference,  was  $16% 
million.  I  believe  that  was  the  figure  for 
1960. 

According  to  the  testimony,  within  30 
days  after  Congress  adjourned  last  year 
it  appeared  that  the  Department  of 
Agriculture  would  be  short  at  least  $5 
million  of  funds  necessary  for  carrying 
on  the  brucellosis  eradication  program, 
and  additional  funds  had  to  be  requested 
of  the  Congress  for  the  brucellosis  eradi¬ 
cation  effort. 

While  there  are  some  discrepancies  in 
the  level  of  State  participation,  and  while 
I  agree  with  the  Senator  that  those  wide 
variations  ought  to  be  narrowed  down 
and  it  would  be  desirable  if  there  could 
be  some  uniformity  as  to  the  amounts 
the  States  contribute,  there  is  no  doubt 
that  the  brucellosis  program  thus  far 
conducted  has  been  a  great  asset.  While 
the  $25  million,  the  high  peak  of  appro¬ 
priations,  related  to  the  need,  was  not 


as  much  in  proportion,  let  us  say,  as  $19 
million  would  be  now,  the  need  for  ac¬ 
tion  is  still  very  great. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  That  is  very  true, 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  I  have  a  feeling 
that,  while  there  is,  of  course,  a  good 
deal  to  be  said  on  behalf  of  trying  to 
bring  these  programs  along  in  an  orderly 
way  and  on  a  more  uniform  basis,  there 
is  nothing  in  the  bill  to  compel  the  De¬ 
partment  to  exercise  its  good  influence 
upon  the  States. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  Yes,  indeed.  We  did 
include  a  provision  in  the  bill  to  be  ef¬ 
fective  for  the  following  year.  We  did 
not  let  the  provision  affect  the  appro¬ 
priations  for  next  fiscal  year. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  That  relates  to 
1962? 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  Yes.  We  did  not 
think  it  was  fair  to  make  it  applicable 
now,  while  the  State  legislatures  are  not 
in  session.  We  did  not  undertake  to  put 
the  provision  in  the  bill  for  this  year. 

We  have  stated  in  the  committee  re¬ 
port  year  after  year  that  the  Depart¬ 
ment  should  take  steps  to  require  a 
larger  participation  on  the  part  of  some 
States  which  were  failing  to  participate 
properly,  and  the  Department  paid  no 
attention  to  the  request,  so  we  have  put 
a  provision  in  the  bill  for  the  1962  cam¬ 
paign. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Yes.  I  observe 
that  has  been  done. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  We  will  get  some  re¬ 
sults  now.  I  have  a  deep  feeling  with 
respect  to  this  program.  I  think  it  is  a 
very  important  program.  It  might  be 
true  that  $3  million  or  $4  million  more 
could  be  spend  to  advantage  but  we  are 
making  fine  progress  and  the  incidence 
of  this  disease  has  been  reduced  by  50 
percent  in  the  past  5  or  6  years 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  We  are  making  fine 
progress.  Let  us  have  a  chance  to  get 
the  States  participating  on  a  more  equal 
scale,  and  then  I  will  go  along  with  the 
Senator  on  bringing  the  program  to  a 
conclusion. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  May  I  say  most  re¬ 
spectfully  that  I. know  the  Senator  from 
Georgia  has  been  most  helpful  in  respect 
to  this  subject  all  along.  I  might  add 
that  had  the  Congress  not  increased  the 
appropriations,  we  would  be  so  far  be¬ 
hind  now  that  the  figure  the  Senator 
from  Minnesota  is  indicating  would  be 
puny  indeed. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  This  is  the  third  suc¬ 
cessive  year  in  which  we  have  suggested 
substantial  sums  above  the  budget  esti¬ 
mates. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  I  believe  those 
sums  have  lent  themselves  to  wise  econ¬ 
omy,  because  there  is  nothing  more  ex¬ 
pensive  than  the  failure  to  get  this  dis¬ 
ease  under  control. 

Mr.  President,  I  offer  my  amendment, 
and  in  the  light  of  the  discussion  which 
the  Senator  from  Georgia  has  stated  in 
respect  to  the  action  of  the  committee, 

I  gather  that  the  opposition  is  rather 
strong.  Nevertheless  I  feel  rather 
strongly  about  the  importance  of  in¬ 
creasing  the  appropriation  of  these 
funds,  so  I  ask  for  a  vote. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  amend¬ 
ment  of  the  Senator  from  Minnesota. 
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The  amendment  was  rejected. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Mr.  President,  I 
offer  the  amendment  which  I  send  to  the 
desk  and  ask  to  have  stated. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
amendment  offered  by  the  Senator  from 
Minnesota  will  be  stated. 

The  Legislative  Clerk.  On  page  9, 
line  16,  it  is  proposed  to  strike  “$83,132,- 
000”  and  insert  in  lieu  thereof  “$83,- 
882,000." 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Mr.  President,  the 
purpose  of  the  amendment  is  to  add 
additional  funds  in  the  sum  of  $750,000 
for  the  technical  services  which  are  pro¬ 
vided  by  the  Soil  Conservation  Service 
to  the  farmers  who  are  participating  in 
the  soil  conservation  program  at  the  soil 
conservation  district  level. 

The  proposed  amendment  would  in¬ 
crease  the  funds  available  for  the  tech¬ 
nical  assistance  which  would  be  avail¬ 
able  to  the  soil  conservation  districts. 
As  reported  by  the  committee,  the  ap¬ 
propriation  is  $250  000  more  than  the 
budget  estimate.  I  had  intended  to  offer 
an  amendment  which  would  request  a 
substantially  larger  sum  than  that  pro¬ 
posed  in  the  present  amendment,  but  I 
believe  the  most  important  consideration 
is  to  continue  to  make  some  recognizable 
progress  in  the  expansion  of  technical 
assistance  efforts  for  the  Soil  Conserva¬ 
tion  Service. 

The  increase  provided  by  the  commit¬ 
tee  of  $250,000  is  for  the  staffing  of  an 
additional  20  districts  during  fiscal  1961. 

Mr.  President,  soil  and  water  con¬ 
servation  is  one  of  the  most  important 
subjects  which  ever  comes  before  this 
body.  We  have  discussed  it  considerably 
this  afternoon.  Actually  only  about  one- 
third  of  the  Nation’s  agricultural  land 
today  is  adequately  safeguarded,  and  I 
have  listened  to  much  discussion  about 
how  we  spend  the  taxpayer’s  money  on 
matters  relating  to  conservation, 

I  have  just  returned  from  my  home 
State.  While  there,  I  talked  with  some 
accountants  who  had  figured  the  income 
tax  returns  for  some  of  the  fanners  in 
the  southern  part  of  the  State  of  Minne¬ 
sota,  which  is  one  of  the  most  productive 
agricultural  areas  in  the  Nation.  One 
accountant  after  another  told  me  that 
farm  income  in  that  area  was  down  any¬ 
where  from  one-quarter  to  one-third  of 
what  it  was  the  year  before.  If  there 
was  as  much  concern  in  the  Senate  for 
the  income  of  our  farmers  as  there  is 
for  some  of  the  so-called  expenditures 
that  we  make  for  farmers,  we  would  not 
have  to  make  as  many  expenditures  for 
farmers.  I  have  never  been  able  to 
agree  with  the  philosophy  that  the  way 
to  protect  the  United  States  is  merely  to 
cut  back  its  expenditures.  I  happen  to 
believe  in  the  increase  of  its  income,  be¬ 
cause  there  is  a  basic  minimum  on  ex¬ 
penditures  below  which  we  should  not 
go.  There  is  a  time  when  we  either 
must  abandon  a  program  entirely  or 
make  it  effective. 

I  have  gone  very  carefully  into  the 
matter  of  technical  assistance  for  soil 
conservation  districts.  In  my  own  State 
of  Minnesota,  which  has  a  fine  soil  con¬ 
servation  program,  farmers  find  them¬ 
selves  handicapped  because  of  inade¬ 
quate  technical  assistance.  I  am  not 


talking  about  grants  of  money  or  pay¬ 
ments  to  fanners.  I  am  talking  about 
employing  trained  soil  conservation 
specialists  who  are  needed  for  the  soil 
conservation  program.  Our  fanners  are 
not  able  to  progress  with  their  plans  to 
maintain  the  resources  of  their  farm 
lands. 

Recently,  I  received  a  letter  from  a 
constituent,  Mr.  E.  F.  Borgmann,  of 
Sauk  Centre,  Minn.,  regarding  the  Soil 
Conservation  Service  personnel  situation 
in  his  area. 

Mr.  Borgmann  wrote  to  me  as  follows: 

It  is  my  understanding  that  the  local  Soil 
Conservation  Service  is  running  out  of  funds 
and  the  service  unit  at  Sauk  Centre  will  be 
hampered  because  of  lack  of  personnel  out 
of  this  office. 

Will  you  kindly  check  into  this  matter  as 
to  reasons  for  this  lack  of  funds  and,  if  you 
will,  kindly  advise  what  we  can  do  from  this 
end  toward  counteracting  this.  We  feel 
very  strongly  this  office  should  expand  rather 
than  curtail  their  services. 

Thank  you  for  this  consideration. 

This  letter  was  referred  to  the  Ad¬ 
ministrator  of  the  Soil  Conservation 
Service,  Mr.  D.  A.  Williams,  and  I  have 
an  exchange  of  correspondence  which  I 
am  going  to  insert  in  the  Record  in  a 
moment. 

I  am  sure  the  situation  Mr.  Williams 
describes  is  as  true  nationally  as  it  is 
in  my  own  State.  In  order  to  know  the 
exact  situation  in  the  State  of  Minne¬ 
sota,  I  requested  that  information  be 
supplied  showing  how  many  farmers  were 
denied  the  opportunity  to  share  in  the 
agricultural  conservation  program  be¬ 
cause  there  simply  were  not  sufficient 
funds  available.  The  reply  I  received 
from  Mr.  E.  J.  Person,  an  administrative 
officer  of  the  Minnesota  State  ASC  office, 
revealed  that  in  1959  the  requests  of 
1,659  farmers  for  assistance  were  turned 
down.  Mr.  Person  estimates  that  in 
1960,  1,675  Minnesota  farmers  will  be 
turned  away. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  unanimous  con¬ 
sent  that  the  full  text  of  these  respec¬ 
tive  communications,  the  one  from  Mr. 

D.  A.  Williams,  the  Administrator  of 
the  U.S.  Department  of  Agriculture  Soil 
Conservation  Service,  the  letter  from 

E.  J.  Person,  administrative  officer,  Min¬ 
nesota  State  ASC  office,  and  the  letter 
from  Mr.  E.  P.  Borgmann,  of  Sauk 
Centre,  Minn.,  be  made  a  part  of  my 
remarks. 

There  being  no  ‘objection,  the  letters 
were  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows : 

Borgmann  Implement  Co., 

Saule  Centre,  Minn.,  April  30,  1960. 
Hon.  Hubert  H.  Humphrey, 

Senate  of  the  United  States, 

Washington,  D.C. 

Dear  Senator  Humphrey:  It  is  my  under¬ 
standing  that  the  local  soil  conservation 
service  is  running  out  of  funds  and  the  serv¬ 
ice  unit  at  Sauk  Centre  will  be  hampered 
because  of  lack  of  personnel  out  of  this 
office. 

Will  you  kindly  check  into  this  matter,  as 
to  reasons  for  this  lack  of  funds  and  if  you 
will  kindly  advise  what  we  can  do  from  this 
end  toward  counteracting  this.  We  feel 
very  strongly  this  office  should  expand  rather 
than  curtail  their  services. 

Thank  you  for  this  consideration. 

Yours  very  truly, 

E.  F.  Borgmann. 


U.S.  Department  op  Agriculture, 

Soil  Conservation  Service. 

Washington,  D.C.,  May  10,  1960. 
Hon.  Hubert  H.  Humphrey, 

U.S.  Senate. 

Dear  Senator  Humphrey:  This  is  in  re¬ 
sponse  to  your  communication  of  May  5, 
1960,  with  an  attached  letter  from  Mr.  E.  F. 
Borgmann,  Sauk  Centre,  Minn.,  regarding  a 
shortage  of  Soil  Conservation  Service  per¬ 
sonnel  in  the  Sauk  Centre  area. 

As  you  know,  the  primary  responsibility 
assigned  to  the  Soil  Conservation  Service  by 
the  Congress  is  to  provide  technical  assist¬ 
ance  to  farmers  in  planning  and  applying 
conservation  programs  on  their  land  through 
local  soil  conservation  districts.  The  Con¬ 
gress  appropriates  funds  for  the  Soil  Conser¬ 
vation  Service  for  this  purpose. 

The  situation  in  Mr.  Borgmann’s  area  is  a 
familiar  one  to  us.  We  are  currently  assist¬ 
ing  some  2,865  soil  conservation  districts 
throughout  the  country.  District  governing 
bodies  from  every  State  report  urgently  need¬ 
ed  soil  and  water  conservation  work  that  can¬ 
not  progress  as  rapidly  as  it  should  because 
of  a  shortage  of  technicians.  The  problem 
is  that  the  resources  available  at  this  time 
will  not  permit  staffing  districts  with  the 
additional  technicians  which  are  needed. 
Therefore,  technical  manpower  is  the  lim¬ 
iting  factor  in  the  amount  of  conservation 
work  which  can  be  done  in  many  areas. 

We  are  appreciative  of  Mr.  Borgmann’s 
evaluation  of  the  services  rendered  by  the 
Soil  Conservation  Service.  His  letter  is  here¬ 
with  returned  as  requested. 

Sincerely  yours, 

D.  A.  Williams, 

Administrator. 


U.S.  Department  of  Agriculture. 

Agriculture  Stabilization  and 

Conservation  Committee, 

St.  Paul,  Minn.,  May  12,  1960. 
Hon.  Hubert  Humphrey, 

U.S.  Senate, 

Washington,  D.C. 

Dear  Senator  Humphrey:  We  are  enclos¬ 
ing  the  material  which  we  stated  in  our 
letter  dated  April  26,  I960,  would  be  fur- 
nishd  to  you  as  soon  as  we  received  a  report 
from  our  county  ASC  offices.  A  report  was 
received  from  every  county  except  for  Mar¬ 
tin  County.  In  this  particular  county  we 
did  experience  some  difficulty  in  getting  the 
SCS  technician  to  accept  additional  referrals 
under  the  1959  agricultural  conservation 
program,  and  probably  some  farmers  were 
denied  cost  sharing  because  of  inadequate 
technical  service  by  the  SCS.  However,  we 
do  not  believe  the  number  involved  would 
be  very  substantial  and,  therefore,  would  not 
materially  affect  the  totals  for  the  1959  and 
1960  programs.  It  will  be  noted  that  we 
have  listed  only  the  names  of  those  counties 
reporting  that  farmers’  requests  for  prac¬ 
tice  approvals  under  the  1959  ACP  were 
disapproved  because  of  inadequate  techni¬ 
cal  services  by  the  SCS  or  where  it  is  esti¬ 
mated  that  some  of  the  farmers’  requests 
under  the  1960  program  will  be  disapproved 
for  the  same  reason.  In  the  unlisted  coun¬ 
ties  adequate  technical  services  were  avail¬ 
able  in  1959  and  will,  no  doubt,  be  available 
for  1960  so  that  all  approved  requests  will 
be  serviced  by  the  SCS.  For  your  informa¬ 
tion  we  are  also  enclosing  a  copy  of  our 
communication  to  the  county  ASC  offices 
requesting  the  data  furnished  herewith. 

Under  the  1959  program  a  transfer  of  ap¬ 
proximately  $271,000  was  made  to  the 
Soil  Conservation  Service  so  as  to  provide 
for  additional  technical  services  to  farmers 
who  desired  to  participate  in  the  agricul¬ 
tural  conservation  program.  However,  over 
1,600  farmers  were  unable  to  participate  in 
the  1959  program  because  of  inadequate 
technical  services  from  the  SCS  technicians. 
The  same  amount  of  transfer  will  be  made 
for  the  1960  program,  taut  it  appears  that 
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even  a  larger  number  of  farmers  will  not 
have  the  opportunity  to  participate  because 
of  a  shortage  in  the  needed  technical  serv¬ 
ices  from  the  SCS. 

We  appreciate  having  the  opportunity  to 
be  of  service  to  you.  It  is  our  desire  that 
the  information  which  we  have  submitted 
will  be  beneficial  to  you  in  resolving  the 
problem  which  materially  affects  farmer  par¬ 
ticipation  in  the  ACP.  This  is  especially 
true  where  we  have  available  adequate 
funds  to  approve  these  farmers'  requests. 

Very  truly  yours, 

E.  J.  Person, 
Administrative  Officer , 
Minnesota  State  ASC  Office. 


County 

Number  of 
referrals  not 
serviced  in 
1959 

Estimated 
number  of 
referrals  that 
will  not  be 
serviced  in 
1960 

25 

20 

16 

60 

25 

25 

49 

15 

25 

15 

110 

50 

81 

54 

124 

150 

100 

65 

109 

50 

10 

25 

368 

400 

15 

25 

50 

24 

50 

60 

16 

47 

25 

West  Polk . 

69 

65 

144 

120 

100 

125 

130 

Swift  . . 

48 

150 

50 

30 

30 

Total  (28  counties).. 

1,659 

1,675 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Mr.  President,  I 
gave  some  of  my  colleagues  present  in 
the  Senate  the  contents  of  the  Borg- 
mann  letter.  I  took  this  communica¬ 
tion  through  channels.  I  went  directly 
to  the  national  office  in  Washington  and 
to  the  State  office  in  Minnesota.  Let 
me  report  what  the  State  office  in  Min¬ 
nesota  said: 

Farmers’  requests  for  practice  approvals 
under  the  1959  ACP  were  disapproved  be¬ 
cause  of  inadequate  technical  services  by 
the  SCS  or  where  it  is  estimated  that  some 
of  the  farmers’  requests  under  the  1960  pro¬ 
gram  will  be  disapproved  for  the  same  rea¬ 
son. 

I  have  here  a  chart  submitted  by  the 
Minnesota  SCS  committee  showing  that 
the  number  of  referrals  for  technical 
assistance  under  the  soil  conservation 
program  in  1959  not  serviced  was  1,659. 
The  estimated  number  of  referrals 
which  will  not  be  served  in  1960  is  1,675. 

These  are  farmers  who  live  within 
soil  conservation  districts,  and  I  be¬ 
lieve  I  am  correct  in  saying  that  the 
State  of  Minnesota  has  one  of  the  bet¬ 
ter  soil  conservation  district  programs. 

I  read  the  third  paragraph  of  the 
report  of  the  National  Administrator: 

The  situation  In  Mr.  Borgmann’s  area  is  a 
familiar  one  to  us.  We  are  currrently  as¬ 
sisting  some  2,865  soil  conservation  districts 
throughout  the  country.  District  governing 
bodies  from  every  State  report  urgently 
needed  soil  and  water  conservation  work 
that  cannot  progress  as  rapidly  as  it  should 


because  of  a  shortage  of  technicians.  The 
problem  is  that  the  resources  available  at 
this  time  will  not  permit  staffing  districts 
with  the  additional  technicians  which  are 
needed.  Therefore,  technical  manpower  is 
the  limiting  factor  in  the  amount  of  con¬ 
servation  work  which  can  be  done  in  many 
areas. 

Mr.  President,  the  State  of  Minnesota 
has  suffered  another  very  serious  flood. 
Every  year  I  plead  in  the  Senate  for 
some  flood  control  funds.  Every  time 
someone  says  we  cannot  afford  it.  Mr. 
President,  we  could  have  put  14-carat 
gold-plated  levees  along  the  Minnesota 
River  for  what  this  flood  cost  us  this 
weekend,  with  12  V2  inches  of  rain  in  28 
hours.  I  get  a  little  tired  of  hearing  that 
we  cannot  take  care  of  this  wisest  and 
best  investment  in  the  world,  namely, 
the  United  States  of  America.  We  are 
talking  about  the  Soil  Conservation 
Service.  It  is  a  great  program.  I  do 
not  believe  it  costs  the  taxpayers  one 
penny.  In  fact,  the  Soil  Conservation 
Service  makes  money  for  the  Govern¬ 
ment  of  the  United  States.  If  we  have 
any  vision,  if  we  can  look  ahead  for  more 
than  5  minutes,  we  must  realize  that  we 
are  not  legislating  merely  for  this  after¬ 
noon.  I  certainly  trust  we  are  not  leg¬ 
islating  merely  for  this  afternoon. 

I  have  seen  the  rolling  hills  of  south¬ 
eastern  Minnesota,  which  are  some  of 
the  most  beautiful  areas  to  be  found 
anywhere  in  the  land,  eroded  from  water 
erosion.  I  have  seen  the  rolling  plains 
of  western  Minnesota  eroded  from  wind 
erosion.  I  have  seen  the  Soil  Conserva¬ 
tion  Service  restore  those  lands.  Today 
they  are  productive  lands.  They  need 
technical  assistance.  They  do  not  need 
merely  payments.  Important  as  pay¬ 
ments  are,  we  do  need  technical 
assistance. 

The  committee  was  wise  in  its  judg¬ 
ment  in  adding  an  additional  $250,000 
over  the  budget  estimate.  However,  the 
$250,000  over  the  budget  estimate  is  only 
a  drop  in  the  bucket.  Funds  for  tech¬ 
nical  service  and  technicians  are  not 
expenditures.  They  are  investments. 
When  we  put  competent  technicians 
into  a  business,  we  should  not  consider 
the  costs  expenditures,  we  should  con¬ 
sider  them  investments. 

The  $750,000  that  I  am  requesting  is 
only  a  thimbleful  of  what  is  needed,  but 
it  will  make  it  possible  for  some  of  the 
soil  conservation  district  programs  to 
supply  the  required  services  to  the  farm 
people  in  these  areas. 

I  hope  the  committee  will  see  fit  to  ac¬ 
cept  the  amendment.  At  least  it  rep¬ 
resents  a  little  more  progress  than  rep¬ 
resented  by  the  small  amount  which  has 
been  granted  by  the  committee. 


THE  KIWIS 

Mr.  KEATING.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield  so  that  I  may  make 
a  bi’ief  comment  on  another  subject? 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  I  yield  for  that 
purpose. 

Mr.  KEATING.  A  very  interesting  or¬ 
ganization  is  meeting  in  Washington 
this  week.  It  is  called  the  Kiwis.  It 
is  made  up  of  former  airline  hostesses 
who  retired  from  that  profession  when 


they  were  married.  They  use  the  name 
“Kiwis”  because,  as  we  all  know,  a  kiwi 
is  a  bird  that  cannot  fly. 

It  is  an  appropriate  time  to  pay  tribute 
to  these  fine  young  women  who  have  so 
many  of  us  in  their  care  when  we  fly,  as 
all  of  us  do.  It  is  appropriate  that  we 
welcome  them  to  Washington.  I  appre¬ 
ciate  my  friend  from  Minnesota  per¬ 
mitting  me  to  make  this  intervention 
during  his  remarks. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  I  am  delighted 
with  the  intervention,  so  to  speak,  be¬ 
cause  while  I  was  speaking  on  a  rather 
earthy  subject,  soil  conservation,  I  want 
the  Senator  to  know  that  I  have  an 
esthetic  nature  also. 

Both  the  charm  of  these  lovely  young 
ladies  and  the  atmospheric  areas  in 
which  they  work  give  me  reason  to  be 
happy  with  the  comment  of  the  Senator 
from  New  York. 

Mr.  KEATING.  The  Senator  from 
Minnesota  travels  about  the  country  as 
much  as  any  one  of  us.  I  know  he  ap¬ 
preciates,  as  we  all  do,  the  fine  service 
which  these  young  women  have  given 
every  one  of  us. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  I  surely  do.  Al¬ 
though  the  Senator  from  Minnesota  has 
not  always  been  too  successful  in  his 
travels,  he  nevertheless  always  appreci¬ 
ates  the  kind  thoughts  and  gentle  words 
of  the  lovely  young  ladies  who  serve  as 
stewardesses  on  our  airlines.  I  thank 
the  Senator. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  I  hope  that  Senators 
will  not  confuse  the  issue  before  the 
Senate  with  what  has  been  said  in  com¬ 
mendation  of  the  airline  hostesses  of  the 
United  States. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  If  it  will  help,  that 
is  all  right. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  In  Such  a  case  I  would 
be  completely  eliminated  in  my  attempt 
to  defend  against  the  amendment. 


DEPARTMENT  OF  AGRICULTURE 
AND  FARM  CREDIT  ADMINISTRA¬ 
TION  APPROPRIATIONS,  1961 

The  Senate  resumed  the  considera¬ 
tion  of  the  bill  (H.R.  12117)  making  ap¬ 
propriations  for  the  Department  of  Agri¬ 
culture  and  Farm  Credit  Administration 
for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1961, 
and  for  other  purposes. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Now  to  get  back 

to  the  soil  conservation  amendment - 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  There  is  a  great  deal 
of  merit  in  the  position  taken  by  the 
Senator  from  Minnesota.  Technically 
speaking,  in  light  of  the  amount  that  is 
involved  and  the  number  of  districts 
which  have  been  created,  I  suppose  we 
could  even  justify  a  much  greater  in¬ 
crease  in  the  appropriation  than  is  sug¬ 
gested  by  the  Senator  from  Minnesota. 
However,  there  is  more  money  available 
for  this  purpose  than  the  Senator  from 
Minnesota  has  indicated.  If  he  will  look 
at  page  10,  line  20,  o  fthe  bill,  he  will 
find  that  there  is  a  reappropriation  of 
$600,000,  which  is  made  available  for 
transfer  and  merger  with  this  appropri¬ 
ation. 

I  am  sure  that  he  is  likewise  familiar 
with  the  fact  that  two  and  a  half  million 
dollars  are  available  for  employment  in 
the  Great  Plains  area.  Three  and  a 
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half  million  dollars — and  before  the  bill 
goes  to  the  President  this  may  go  to 
$4,900,000 — are  available  for  surveys  in 
the  watershed  areas.  That  is  directly 
connected  with  the  work  which  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Minnesota  so  eloquently  de¬ 
picts.  In  addition,  the  sum  of  $5  million 
is  transferred  from  the  regular  agri¬ 
cultural  conservation  program  for  tech¬ 
nical  work  by  the  Soil  Conservation 
Service. 

All  in  all,  while  more  money  would  be 
justified — and  I  would  like  to  see  it  pro¬ 
vided — I  believe  we  have  gone  about  as 
far  in  increasing  the  appropriation  as 
we  can.  I  hope  Senators  will  realize 
that  we  are  voting  on  the  amendment 
offered  by  the  Senator  from  Minnesota 
to  increase  the  appropriation  by  $750,000 
over  and  above  the  amount  in  the  bill, 
which  is  already  an  increase  over  and 
above  the  budget  estimate.  It  has 
nothing  whatever  to  do  with  the  com¬ 
ment  made  by  the  Senator  from  New 
York  [Mr.  Keating],  [Laughter.] 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  I  think  it  is  only 
fair  that  the  Senator  from  Georgia 
should  dissociate  the  comments  of  the 
Senator  from  Minnesota  in  that  respect, 
if  those  comments  should  be  prejudi¬ 
cial — even  though  I  would  like  to  have 
the  comments  be  prejudicial  slightly  in 
my  favor. 

The  comments  of  the  Senator  from 
Minnesota  were  made  in  the  awareness 
of  the  soil  conservation  program  for  the 
Great  Plains  and  for  the  regular  soil 
conservation  efforts.  In  fact,  my  letter 
to  the  Administrator,  enclosing  a  letter 
from  Mr.  Borgmann,  took  into  consid¬ 
eration  that  fact. 

I  believe  I  understood  the  Senator 
from  Georgia  to  state  that  there  is  a 
need  for  additional  soil  conservation 
technical  service,  but  he  believe  that  we 
have  made  substantial  progress  in  this 
bill,  and  therefore  does  not  support  the 
amendment. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  I  do  not  believe  that 
we  shall  ever  close  down  this  program. 
We  shall  never  finish  with  the  program 
of  undertaking  to  preserve  the  soils  of 
our  country  and  to  protect  the  water  re¬ 
sources  of  the  United  States.  As  nature 
moves  on,  we  shall  have  other  problems, 
and  we  shall  have  to  institute  more  in¬ 
tensive  programs.  Our  increasing  pop¬ 
ulation  will  make  it  mandatory  that  we 
exercise  the  greatest  care  on  each  acre 
of  land.  However,  I  do  say  that  in  light 
of  all  that  is  involved  in  the  bill  we  have 
a  bill  which  deals  fairly  with  the  Soil 
Conservation  Service  as  compared  with 
the  other  activities.  I  hope  the  Senate 
will  reject  the  amendment. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  I  hope  the  Senate 
will  not  reject  it.  We  have  voted  $250 
million  for  the  ACP  program,  which  I 
strongly  supported.  There  is  a  direct  re¬ 
lationship  between  ACP  and  SCS.  The 
technical  services  for  the  ACP  come 
from  SCS,  and  the  SCS  is  no  better  than 
the  technical  program.  Therefore,  the 
conservation  programs  are  no  better 
than  the  technical  personnel.  It  seems 
to  me  that  the  importance  of  additional 
technical  personnel  cannot  be  overesti¬ 
mated,  because  they  use  the  funds  which 
have  been  made  available  for  payment 
purposes  for  the  different  tools  or  works 


that  are  utilized  in  the  soil  conservation 
program.  I  hope  the  amendment  will 
be  adopted. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  amend¬ 
ment  offered  by  the  Senator  from  Min¬ 
nesota. 

The  amendment  was  rejected. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Mr.  President,  I 
submit  another  amendment  which  I  ask 
to  have  stated. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 

amendment  will  be  stated. 

The  Legislative  Clerk.  On  page  18, 
line  9,  it  is  proposed  to  strike  out  “$110 
million”  and  insert  in  lieu  thereof  “$135 
million.” 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Mr.  President,  the 
purpose  of  the  amendment  is  very  sim¬ 
ple.  It  adds  to  the  school-lunch  program 
the  sum  of  $25  million,  which  I  think  is 
required  in  order  to  maintain  the  school- 
lunch  program  on  a  basis  which  will 
meet  the  needs  of  the  growing  school 
population  and  the  increased  cost  of  food 
supplies  which  are  needed  for  the  school- 
lunch  program. 

The  committee  provided  or  recom¬ 
mended  for  the  fiscal  year  1961  the  basic 
appropriation  at  exactly  the  same  level 
as  was  provided  for  fiscal  1960 — in  other 
words,  $110  million. 

It  seems  to  me  that  this  program 
should  be  strengthened.  The  enrollment 
in  the  schools  increases  each  year,  and 
the  number  of  schools  which  participate 
in  the  program  increases.  The  cost  of 
the  food  supplies  increases.  Therefore, 
to  maintain  the  program  at  the  same 
level  is,  in  effect,  reducing  it. 

In  other  words,  Mr.  President,  if  you 
have  in  your  family  six  children,  and  the 
average  food  budget  for  the  six  children 
is  $150,  that  is  $25  for  each  child.  Then 
you  add  2  more  children,  the  average  for 
the  year  is  still  $150.  You  may  be  able  to 
say  that  you  are  providing  the  same 
amount  of  money  for  food  as  you  used  to 
provide,  and,  therefore,  you  are  a  good 
provider.  But  I  am  afraid  that  having- 
two  additional  children  at  the  table  to 
be  fed  will  cause  a  realization  that  the 
same  amount  of  money  or  the  same 
budget  will  not  provide  the  same  amount 
of  food  as  would  have  been  provided  for 
a  smaller  number  of  children. 

In  this  instance,  the  Nation  has  a 
growing  school  population.  In  1961  the 
school  population  will  be  larger  by  well 
over  a  million  children — almost  2  mil¬ 
lion  more — than  there  are  in  fiscal  1960. 
Therefore,  the  school-lunch  program,  so 
far  as  the  Federal  contribution  is  con¬ 
cerned,  should  take  into  consideration 
an  elementary  fact — the  census. 

When  we  take  into  consideration  the 
school  census,  it  becomes  obvious  that 
to  provide  the  same  amount  of  money 
for  the  next  year  as  was  provided  for 
the  last  year  is  not  holding  the  line, 
but  is,  in  fact,  retreating. 

I  also  note  that  the  administration 
recommended  a  reduction  in  the  transfer 
of  section  32  funds  to  the  school-lunch 
program  for  the  purchase  of  additional 
high  protein  foods.  I  note  also  that  the 
Committee  on  Appropriations,  in  its 
wisdom,  increased  this  item  by  $5  mil¬ 
lion,  instead  of  decreasing  it,  making 
$45  million  available  for  the  purchase 


of  turkeys,  ground  pork,  dried  eggs,  and 
similar  high  protein  foods. 

I  hope  the  words  dried  eggs,  which 
are  constantly  bandied  around,  might 
also  be  expanded  to  include  fresh  eggs, 
because  the  dried  egg  diet  is  hardly  one 
which  is  conducive  to  happy  living.  It 
is  conducive  to  survival,  but  not  to  joyful 
living.  I  have  seen  the  time  when  the 
purchase  of  a  few  fresh  eggs  would  do 
much  good  for  not  only  those  who  would 
eat  them,  but  also  for  the  market. 

I  commend  the  committee  for  re¬ 
jecting  the  attitude  of  the  administra¬ 
tion  to  attempt  to  reduce  the  transfer  of 
section  32  funds.  By  the  way,  there 
is  more  than  $400  million  in  section  32 
funds.  I  cannot,  for  the  life  of  me  un¬ 
derstand  why  the  administration  would 
want  to  reduce  that  amount  of  money 
for  transfer  to  the  school  lunch  program. 
That  money  was  collected  from  tariffs; 
it  is  not  a  taxpayers’  fund.  Surely,  it 
should  be  made  available  to  those  who 
are  in  need.  A  short  time  ago  I  saw 
the  need  for  the  use  of  some  of  this 
money  by  hungry  people  in  this  country. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  for  the  favorable 
consideration  of  my  amendment,  which 
would  increase  the  direct  appropriation 
for  the  national  school  lunch  program 
to  $135  million  for  fiscal  year  1961. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  Mr.  President,  the 
distinguished  Senator  from  Minnesota 
probes  me  in  a  sensitive  spot  every  time 
he  offers  one  of  these  amendments.  He 
places  me  in  the  position  of  a  hard¬ 
hearted  father,  who  resists  the  efforts 
of  the  country  salesman  who  comes  in 
and  implores  the  husband  to  buy  a  dress 
for  his  wife. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  I  would  not  do 
that,  because  the  Senator  from  Georgia 
is  not  that  type  of  person. 

All  I  am  attempting  to  do  is  to  state 
what  I  believe,  according  to  my  convic¬ 
tion  and  my  conscience,  is  necessary. 
When  I  see  the  growth  of  the  school 
population,  and  I  see  that  we  are  hold¬ 
ing  to  the  same  amount  of  funds,  I 
merely  want  the  Record  to  be  clear  con¬ 
cerning  the  views  of  Hubert  Humphrey, 
U.S.  Senator  from  Minnesota.  I  will  be 
accused  of  being  a  spender,  and  I  am 
willing  to  spend  when  it  is  necessary. 
I  will  be  accused  in  my  home  State  of 
trying  to  raise  this  budget  item  by  a  sub¬ 
stantial  amount  of  money.  I  welcome 
the  accusation,  because  as  the  father  of 
four  children  I  have  found  that  it  costs 
more  to  feed  four  children  than  it  does 
three;  more  to  feed  three  than  it  does 
two;  more  to  feed  two  than  it  does  one. 
I  have  lived  with  children  long  enough 
to  know  how  hungry  they  can  get. 

When  there  will  be  about  2  million 
more  children  in  the  schools  next  year, 
I  do  not  want  anyone  to  kid  me  by  say¬ 
ing  that  $2  million  more  for  the  school- 
lunch  program  is  holding  the  line.  It 
does  not  take  into  consideration  the  in¬ 
crease  in  the  school  population. 

I  am  willing,  however,  to  stand  the 
public  test  by  voting  for  additional  funds 
for  school  lunches. 

Mi'.  RUSSELL.  As  I  have  said,  I  have 
long  been  interested  in  the  program.  It 
was  my  distinct  honor  and  privilege  to 
be  the  first  to  introduce  in  Congress  the 
bill  which  is  substantially  the  existing 
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school  lunch  law.  I  wrote  that  bill  my¬ 
self.  I  did  not  have  the  help  of  any 
drafting  service  or  of  anyone  from  the 
Department.  With  very  slight  changes, 
that  bill  is  still  on  the  statute  books, 
although  it  carries  a  House  number.  So 
I  have  great  pride  in  the  school  lunch 
program. 

I  confess  that  the  school  population 
is  greatly  increasing.  But  the  $110  mil¬ 
lion  provided  in  the  bill  is  not  all  the 
money  we  have  for  the  school  lunch 
program.  We  have  $45  million  of  sec¬ 
tion  32  funds,  which  really  makes  $155 
million  of  direct  appropriations. 

As  the  Senator  from  Minnesota  has 
said,  that  is  about  $5  million  over  and 
above  what  was  appropriated  for  the 
current  year.  In  addition  to  that  pro¬ 
gram,  there  is  the  surplus  commodity 
program.  There  have  been  very  few 
years  when  that  amount  has  fallen  be¬ 
low  $70  million.  For  the  current  year, 
it  is  estimated  to  be  about  $75  million. 
It  will  be  at  least  that  much,  probably 
more,  in  my  opinion,  in  the  coming 
fiscal  year. 

One  of  the  most  important  parts  of 
the  whole  program  is  the  special  milk 
program,  which  is  very  helpful,  indeed, 
to  the  schoolchildren,  particularly  those 
who  come  from  underprivileged  fam¬ 
ilies.  That  program  will  be  increased 
by  some  $7  million  next  year,  to  a  total 
of  $95  million. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  I  yield. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  The  first  step-up  of 
that  program  was  for  the  present  fiscal 
year,  1960.  It  was  stepped  up  from  $81 
million  to  $85  million.  The  second  step- 
up,  in  the  bill  which  we  recently  passed, 
was  to  $95  million  for  fiscal  1961,  which 
is  the  next  fiscal  year. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  If  that  figure  is  cor¬ 
rect — and  that  legislation  came  from 
the  Senator’s  committee — that  is  a  total 
of  around  $330  million  of  Federal  funds 
for  the  school  lunch  and  school  milk 
program.  That  is  a  rather  substantial 
sum  of  money.  Of  course,  more  money 
could  be  spent.  There  is  practically  no 
limit  to  the  amount  of  money  which 
could  be  spent  on  the  school  lunch  and 
school  milk  program.  It  depends,  in  the 
last  analysis,  upon  the  local  administra¬ 
tor  properly  applying  the  program  and 
properly  choosing  those  who  are  to  re¬ 
ceive  their  milk  and  their  lunches  free, 
and  fixing  the  proper  charge  upon  the 
great  majority  of  children  who  purchase 
their  lunches  each  day. 

This  program  runs  into  a  tremendous 
sum  of  money — almost  a  billion  dollars 
in  total — when  we  consider  the  amount 
paid  by  the  children  who  are  purchasing 
their  lunches. 

More  money  could  be  justified,  but  we 
tried  to  have  a  balanced  bill.  I  think 
the  allowances  we  have  made  for  the 
school  lunch  and  the  school  milk  pro¬ 
grams  are  in  keeping  with  the  general 
distribution  we  have  made  throughout 
the  bill. 

I  hope  the  amendment  will  be  rejected. 


The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  amend¬ 
ment  of  the  Senator  from  Minnesota. 

The  amendment  was  rejected. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  first 
I  may  say  that  unless  one  had  served 
with  the  Senator  from  Georgia  on  the 
subcommittee  handling  the  Department 
of  Agriculture  appropriations,  one  could 
hardly  understand  the  fairness  with 
which  the  school  lunch  and  school  milk 
programs  were  handled.  While  these 
are  only  two  of  the  programs  handled 
by  the  subcommittee,  I  think  they  con¬ 
stitute  a  fair  test  of  the  generosity  of  the 
subcommittee  this  year. 

I  commend  the  Senator  from  Georgia 
for  having  done  so  many  things  which 
are  not  only  reasonable,  but  also  gener¬ 
ous,  in  our  attitude  to  the  whole  school 
lunch  program,  including  not  only  that 
part  which  is  under  the  statute  which 
bears  that  name,  but  also  the  milk  pro¬ 
gram,  which,  by  the  way,  the  Senator 
from  Minnesota  [Mr.  Humphrey]  has 
supported,  under  the  recent  advance  of 
that  program,  and  the  other  programs 
which  are  included  in  the  sum  total  of 
what  makes  up  the  program  for  the 
children  of  the  Nation. 

In  the  report,  on  page  7,  will  be  found 
a  new  item  added  by  the  committee; 
namely,  “$115,000  to  initiate  a  pilot  pro¬ 
gram  of  estimates  for  tomatoes  and 
celery.” 

There  is  a  particular  reason  why  I 
mention  this  matter  at  this  time;  it  is 
because  the  Department’s  report  and 
recommendation,  which  really  serve  as 
a  justification  for  this  item,  unfortu¬ 
nately  arrived  a  day  or  two  after  the 
record  had  gone  to  the  printer.  So  the 
able  clerk  of  the  committee  had  the  re¬ 
port  of  the  Department  on  this  subject 
matter  printed  in  the  side  slips;  and 
therefore  it  will  not  appear  in  the  per¬ 
manent  Record  of  this  debate  unless  it  is 
placed  in  the  Record  at  this  time,  as  a 
part  of  the  debate. 

Therefore,  Mr.  President,  I  ask  that 
that  statement  be  printed  at  this  point 
in  the  Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  state¬ 
ment  was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

Statement  Submitted  by  the  Department, 
May  11,  1960 

commercial  vegetables  for  fresh  market: 

PILOT  PHASE  OF  PROPOSED  PROGRAM  FOR 

REPORTS  ON  SHORT-TIME  SUPPLIES 

The  present  program  of  reports  on  vege¬ 
table  acreage  and  production  for  the  fresh 
market  is  not  filling  the  needs  for  timely  in¬ 
formation  to  guide  the  planting  and  aid 
materially  in  the  marketing  of  the  impor¬ 
tant  vegetable  crops. 

The  broad  objective  of  the  proposed  pro¬ 
gram  is  to  provide,  through  periodic  inven¬ 
tories  of  acreage  planted  and  frequent 
checks  on  progress  of  harvest,  reliable  and 
quick  information  on  the  supply  of  each 
important  vegetable  available,  for  short  pe¬ 
riods  of  time  (monthly,  semimonthly,  or 
weekly)  in  each  competing  area  of  the 
country.  Considerable  experimental  work 
has  been  done  along  this  line  on  Florida 
tomatoes.  A  limited  amount  of  such  infor¬ 
mation  also  has  been  collected  for  Florida 
celery  and  California  carrots  and  lettuce. 


Eefore  attempting  to  launch  a  full  scale 
program  of  this  type  for  nearly  2  dozen 
vegetables  in  the  27  important  producing 
States,  it  seems  desirable  to  work  with  a 
limited  program  in  a  few  States.  Such  a 
program  would  provide  operational  experi¬ 
ence  under  the  different  sets  of  cultural 
and  marketing  conditions  existing  in  dif¬ 
ferent  sections  of  the  country,  and  also  would 
test  the  feasibility  of  quickly  exchanging 
information  between  States  for  fast  dis¬ 
semination  to  growers,  shippers,  and  mar¬ 
keting  factors.  To  this  end  it  is  proposed 
to  start  with  a  modest  program  comprising 
tomatoes  in  Florida  and  Texas  and  celery  in 
California,  Florida,  and  Arizona. 

For  tomatoes,  it  is  proposed  to  issue  weekly 
reports  on  Florida  plantings  and  to  include 
other  information  relating  to  progress  of  the 
crop,  rate  of  harvest,  shipments,  weather, 
etc.  Tomatoes  were  selected  in  Florida  be¬ 
cause  growers  are  keenly  conscious  of  the 
marketing  problems  confronting  them  and 
are  attempting  to  do  something  about  these 
problems.  Florida  produces  fall,  winter,  and 
spring  crops  of  tomatoes.  For  Texas,  which 
also  grows  fall,  winter,  and  spring  tomatoes, 
it  is  proposed  to  inaugurate  a  weekly  pro¬ 
gram  of  reports  for  the  Lower  Valley  and 
monthly  reports  for  other  areas  in  the  State. 
Because  of  the  large  number  of  small  growers 
in  the  other  areas  (Laredo-Winter  Garden- 
Eagle  Pass  and  Coastal  Bend-East  Texas),  it 
seems  best  to  start  with  a  program  of 
monthly  reports  in  these  latter  areas.  In  the 
development  of  monthly  reports  from  these 
areas,  methods  will  be  explored  to  apportion 
plantings  after  they  have  been  completed 
into  weekly  or  biweekly  groups  according  to 
age.  Florida  and  Texas  grow  37  percent  of 
the  country’s  total  tomato  acreage  for  the 
fresh  market. 

From  the  basic  information  obtained  on 
acreage,  workable  procedures  will  be  devel¬ 
oped  to  determine  more  accurate  indications 
on  inventories  and  future  supplies  in  the 
producing  areas  involved.  The  principal  fac¬ 
tors  in  developing  this  moving  inventory  of 
acreage  and  supply  information  will  be  the 
number  of  acres  harvested  to  a  given  date, 
the  acreage  remaining  for  harvest,  the  con¬ 
dition  and  yield  prospects  on  this  acreage, 
the  probable  rate  of  harvest,  and  the  volume 
of  supplies  indicated  for  the  monthly  period. 

For  celery,  the  plan  is  to  inaugurate 
monthly  reports  on  acreage  planted  during 
the  past  month  in  California,  Florida,  and 
Arizona. 

As  with  the  monthly  tomato  reports,  meth¬ 
ods  will  be  explored  to  ascertain,  at  month¬ 
ly  intervals,  the  number  of  acres  harvested, 
the  number  remaining  for  harvest,  condi¬ 
tion  and  yield  prospects,  and  the  probable 
supply  for  the  market  the  following  month. 
These  3  States  grow  about  four-fifths  of  the 
country’s  annual  celery  acreage,  accounting 
for  all  of  the  winter  and  spring  acreage,  36 
percent  of  the  summer  acreage,  and  76  per¬ 
cent  of  the  fall  acreage. 

Emphasis  will  be  placed  on  the  quick  dis¬ 
tribution  of  information  to  growers,  ship¬ 
pers,  and  other  marketing  factors.  A  system 
of  exchanging  acreage  and  supply  informa¬ 
tion  by  telephone  and  telegraph  between 
State  offices  of  the  Crop  Reporting  Board 
will  be  tested  so  that  this  information  will 
be  available  to  everyone  within  3  days  of  its 
collection  instead  of  10  to  12  days,  as  is  now 
the  case  with  crop  reports.  A  summary  of 
the  information  by  States,  also  will  be  re¬ 
leased  from  Washington  at  the  same  time. 

The  attached  table  shows  pertinent  data 
concerning  acreage,  value  and  number  of 
growers  for  the  two  crops  covered  in  the  pro¬ 
posed  pilot  project.  The  proposed  project 
would  cover,  for  the  2  crops  concerned,  a 
total  of  about  105,000  acres  grown  by  approxi- 
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mately  12,600  farmers.  In  1959  production 
from  this  acreage  had  a  value  of  $82.4  million. 
Cost  per  year  $115,000. 


State  and  season 

Acres  harvested 
in  1959 

Value  of 
produc¬ 
tion, 
1959 
(thou¬ 
sand 
dollars) 

Number 

of 

growers, 

1954 

census 

Num¬ 
ber  of 
acres 

Percent 

of 

season’s 

total 

Florida: 

Winter _ 

Celery 

8, 100 
5,200 

60 

63 

6,161 

3,059 

Spring _ 

Total _ 

13, 300 

9,220 

77 

California: 

Winter _ 

4,600 

3. 100 
2,500 

7.100 

34 

37 

36 

76 

6, 615 
6, 008 
4,  563 
11,  466 

Spring _ 

Summer _ 

Fall . 

Total _ 

17, 300 

28,  552 

489 

Arizona:  Winter... 

3-State  total.. 

Florida: 

Winter... . 

750 

6 

531 

12 

31, 350 

>82 

38, 303 

578 

Tomatoes 

16, 100 
14, 700 
8,600 

100 

21 

29 

16,298 
16, 174 
6,708 

Spring _ 

Fall . 

Total _ 

39, 400 

39, 180 

1,798 

Texas: 

Spring  __ 

34, 000 
600 

48 

2 

4,854 

90 

Fall..'. . 

Total _ 

34,600 

4,944 

10, 266 

2-State  total. 

74, 000 

137 

44,124 

12,064 

1  Percent  of  U.S.  annual  total. 


Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  I  wish 
to  state,  briefly,  that  the  Florida  Fruit  & 
Vegetable  Association,  which  is  a  very 
large  organization  in  our  State  which 
represents  the  vegetable  producers  and 
others,  but  particularly  the  vegetable 
producers,  has  for  some  years  been  con¬ 
ducting  experimental  programs,  helped 
by  its  own  funds  and  by  State  funds  and 
to  some  degree  in  the  past,  I  believe,  by 
small  amounts  of  Federal  funds,  in  or¬ 
der  to  ascertain  what  can  be  done  in 
connection  with  the  best  handling  of 
market  reports  to  the  producers  of  fresh 
vegetables,  which  not  only  are  highly 
perishable  and  have  a  short  season,  but 
also  compete  with  vegetables  which 
come  from  offshore  areas,  such  as  Cuba 
and  the  Isle  of  Pines,  as  Senators  know, 
and  also  with  similar  products  from 
Texas,  Arizona,  and  California. 

We  presented  to  the  committee  a  re¬ 
quest,  on  behalf  of  the  Florida  Fruit  & 
Vegetable  Association,  which  spoke  not 
only  for  itself  and  its  own  members,  but 
also  was  speaking  for  the  producers  in 
California,  Texas,  and  Arizona,  and  cov¬ 
ered  the  need  to  supply  market  infor¬ 
mation  on  these  highly  perishable  crops. 

According  to  the  view  of  the  Depart¬ 
ment  at  that  time,  as  voiced  by  Secre¬ 
tary  Peterson  and  Mr.  S.  R.  Newell,  the 
proposed  program  would  have  been  too 
large;  and  they  felt,  as  did  we,  that  al¬ 
though  all  of  us  recognized  the  great 
need  for  such  a  program,  it  should  be 
approached  on  a  pilot  program  basis. 

We  therefore  suggested  that  the  De¬ 
partment’s  statement  or  justification  be 


sent  to  the  committee;  and  it  has  now 
been  printed  in  the  side  slips. 

I  think  it  might  be  well  for  me  to  read 
two  paragraphs  from  the  statement.  I 
now  read  from  the  Department’s  recom¬ 
mendation: 

Statement  Submitted  by  the  Department 
May  11,  1960 

commercial  vegetables  for  fresh  market: 

PILOT  PHASE  OF  PROPOSED  PROGRAM  FOR  RE¬ 
PORTS  ON  SHORT-TIME  SUPPLIES 

The  present  program  of  reports  on  vege¬ 
table  acreage  and  production  for  the  fresh 
market  Is  not  filling  the  needs  for  timely 
information  to  guide  the  planting  and  aid 
materially  in  the  marketing  of  the  impor¬ 
tant  vegetable  crops. 

The  broad  objective  of  the  proposed  pro¬ 
gram  is  to  provide,  through  periodic  inven¬ 
tories  of  acreage  planted  and  frequent 
checks  on  progress  of  harvest,  reliable  and 
quick  information  on  the  supply  of  each 
important  vegetable  available,  for  short  pe¬ 
riods  of  time  (monthly,  .semimonthly,  or 
Weekly)  in  each  competing  area  of  the  coun¬ 
try.  Considerable  experimental  work  has 
been  done  along  this  line  on  Florida  toma¬ 
toes.  A  limited  amount  of  such  informa¬ 
tion  also  has  been  collected  for  Florida 
celery  and  California  carrots  and  lettuce. 

Before  attempting  to  launch  a  full  scale 
program  of  this  type  for  nearly  2  dozen 
vegetables  in  the  27  important  producing 
States,  it  seems  desirable  to  work  with  a 
limited  program  in  a  few  States.  Such  a 
program  would  provide  operational  expe¬ 
rience  under  the  different  sets  of  cultural 
and  marketing  conditions  existing  in  dif¬ 
ferent  sections  of  the  country,  and  also  would 
test  the  feasibility  of  quickly  exchanging  in¬ 
formation  between  States  for  fast  dissemi¬ 
nation  to  growers,  shippers,  and  marketing 
factors.  To  this  end  it  is  proposed  to  start 
with  a  modest  program  comprising  toma¬ 
toes  in  Florida  and  Texas  and  celery  in  Cali¬ 
fornia,  Florida,  and  Arizona, 

One  of  the  two  crops  which  the  recom¬ 
mended  program  covers  is  tomatoes — 
that  is  to  say,  the  winter,  spring,  and 
faff  crop  tomatoes  in  Florida  and  the 
spring  and  fall  tomatoes  in  Texas, 
which,  incidentally,  supply  37  percent 
of  the  entire  amount  of  table  tomatoes 
that  are  used  by  the  Nation. 

As  for  celery,  the  program  covers  the 
year-round  production  in  California,  the 
winter  and  spring  production  in  Florida, 
and  the  winter  production  in  Arizona. 
The  celery  crop  covered  would  be  82 
percent  of  the  national  table  supply  of 
celery. 

Senators  will  observe  in  the  compila¬ 
tion  which  now  has  been  placed  in  the 
Record  how  the  program  is  broken  down 
between  the  States  of  Florida,  California, 
Texas,  and  Arizona. 

I  think  this  program  is  an  exceedingly 
useful  one.  It  is  a  pilot  program 
which,  supplementing  the  programs  al¬ 
ready  carried  out  in  part  in  Florida  and 
in  California,  will  give  a  general  view  of 
how  much  good  can  be  accomplished  in 
the  case  of  these  highly  perishable  and 
highly  important  crops,  for  which  noth¬ 
ing  as  regards  price  supports  or  any¬ 
thing  of  the  sort  is  being  requested. 
But  the  program  proposed  may  be  of 
great  use  to  the  Nation  as  a  whole,  as 
well  as  to  the  growers  in  the  particular 
States  immediately  concerned. 

I  wished  to  make  this  statement,  be¬ 
cause  the  hearings,  as  printed,  unfortu¬ 


nately  do  not  show  what  is  involved  in 
this  program. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  bill 
is  open  to  further  amendment. 

Mr.  CARLSON.  Mr.  President,  before 
the  vote  on  the  bill  is  taken,  I  should 
like  to  refer  to  an  item  which  many  of 
the  people  of  Kansas  have  called  to  my 
attention — namely,  the  importance  of 
the  conservation  reserve  and  the  ne¬ 
cessity  of  providing  adequate  funds  for 
it. 

In  connection  with  the  conservation 
reserve  and  the  1,444,237  acres  in  Kan¬ 
sas  which  are  used  for  it,  it  is  inter¬ 
esting  to  note  that  951,064  acres  of  the 
1,447,237  acres  comprise  whole  farms 
which  have  been  taken  out  of  produc¬ 
tion. 

This  matter  is  of  concern  to  our  peo¬ 
ple,  first,  because  they  are  not  able  to 
take  care  of  the  applications  for  the 
program;  and,  second,  because  they  feel 
that  there  are  not  sufficient  funds  to 
pay  for  the  personnel  needed  in  connec¬ 
tion  with  the  operation.  So,  first,  I 
should  like  to  ask  the  distinguished  Sen¬ 
ator  whether  he  feels  that  sufficient 
funds  are  provided  in  order  to  take  care 
of  the  applications  for  the  acreage  re¬ 
serve. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  Does  the  Senator 
mean  sufficient  funds  to  pay  the  con¬ 
tractors  the  amounts  due  them? 

Mr.  CARLSON.  Yes,  and  to  take  care 
of  additional  requests. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  There  will  be  no 
funds  to  take  care  of  additional  re¬ 
quests,  because  no  additional  requests 
can  be  received.  The  program  has  end¬ 
ed,  insofar  as  new  applications  are  con¬ 
cerned.  The  only  program  now  is  to 
pay  those  who  are  operating  under  the 
old  contracts. 

Mr.  President,  I  think  the  amount 
provided  in  the  bill  is  adequate.  As  a 
matter  of  fact,  the  Department  has  con¬ 
sistently  overestimated  the  amounts  nec¬ 
essary,  and  from  year  to  year  there  has 
been  a  carryover. 

The  Senate  committee  has  increased 
by  $25  million  the  amount  recommended 
by  the  House;  and  it  has  developed  that 
there  will  be  a  carryover  of  at  least  $20 
million  from  the  present  year,  and  that 
it  will  be  available. 

We  are  within  about  $6  million  of  re¬ 
storing  the  full  amount  requested  by 
the  Department  of  Agriculture;  and  I 
assure  the  Senator  that  we  shall  make 
good  the  amounts  due  under  these  con¬ 
tracts;  and  if  it  happens  that  not  quite 
enough  money  is  provided  in  this  bill, 
the  additional  money  needed  will  be  the 
first  money  to  be  included  in  the  sup¬ 
plemental  bill. 

The  Senator  knows  there  is  also  a 
question  about  the  amount  necessary  for 
the  contracts;  and  from  year  to  year 
there  is  always  a  carryover. 

It  is  said  that  only  a  small  part  of 
this  appropriation  will  not  be  needed 
immediately,  because  it  will  be  necessary 
to  make  measurements  in  order  to  as¬ 
certain  whether  a  farmer  has  completely 
conformed  to  his  part  of  the  contract. 
So,  as  a  result  of  the  amount  allowed 
in  this  bill,  no  hurt  will  be  done  any 
farmer. 
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Mr.  CARLSON.  Then,  based  on  the 
statement  made  by  the  Senator  from 
Georgia,  I  can  assure  the  people  of 
Kansas  that  their  interests  will  be  cared 
for. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  The  Senator  can  as¬ 
sure  them  that  so  long  as  the  Senator 
from  Georgia  is  in  the  Senate - 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  And  that  will  be 
a  very  long  time,  thank  goodness. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  The  Senator  from 
Kansas  can  assure  the  people  of  his 
State  that  so  long  as  the  Senator  from 
Georgia  serves  in  the  Senate,  there  will 
be  sufficient  funds  to  take  care  of  what 
is  due  them  under  these  contracts. 

Mr.  CARLSON.  I  thank  the  Senator 
from  Georgia. 

Let  me  ask  whether  I  correctly  under¬ 
stand  that  the  $13,783,000  requested  for 
the  conservation  reserve  program,  as 
recommended  by  the  Bureau  of  the 
Budget,  will  be  cut  to  $12  million? 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  Yes,  from  approxi¬ 
mately  $13  million  to  $12  million. 

Mr.  CARLSON.  $13,783,000  was  rec¬ 
ommended  for  1961;  and  the  committee 
has  cut  it  to  $12  million;  is  that  correct? 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  Yes. 

Mr.  CARLSON.  Does  the  Senator 
from  Georgia  think  that  amount  will  be 
sufficient  to  carry  on  this  program? 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  I  believe  it  will  be 
adequate.  Of  course,  that  is  a  substan¬ 
tial  reduction  from  the  amount  provided 
this  year;  and  that  reduction  will  be 
made  because  there  will  be  no  new  con¬ 
tracts.  The  only  question  will  be  to 
police  the  existing  contracts. 

If  the  Senator  from  Kansas  will  read 
the  language  which  appears  at  the  bot¬ 
tom  of  page  21  of  the  bill,  he  will  find 
that  not  less  than  $10  million  of  that 
amount  will  be  available  for  local  ad¬ 
ministration,  and  that  is  where  the  pro¬ 
gram  is  really  administered. 

That  is  where  the  program  is  really 
administered. 

We  have  undertaken,  in  the  discussion 
with  the  Senator  from  South  Dakota 
FMr.  Mundt],  today,  to  clear  up  the 
point  that  it  was  the  intention  of  the 
committee  that  the  county  committees 
shall  be  first  provided  for,  then  the 
State  committees,  and  that  the  principal 
reductions  should  be  at  the  Washington 
level,  because  there  are  no  more  policies 
to  be  formulated,  or  matters  of  that 
kind.  It  is  more  a  question  of  seeing 
that  the  contracts  are  complied  with 
and  also  of  conforming  to  the  Govern¬ 
ment’s  share  by  seeing  that  these  are 
paid. 

I  believe  the  agency  will  be  able  to 
function  with  this  administrative  fund. 

Mr.  CARLSON.  The  Senator  from 
Kansas  has  such  a  high  regard  for  the 
Senator  from  Georgia  that  he  is  going  to 
go  back  to  his  people  in  Kansas  and  say 
they  are  taken  care  of. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  There  may  be  a  little 
pinching.  There  may  not  be  the  money 
they  think  they  should  have.  But  the 
agency  should  be  able  to  administer  the 
program  with  this  money. 

Mr.  COOPER.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  I  yield  to  the  Senator 
from  Kentucky. 


Mr.  COOPER.  I  should  like  to  direct 
the  attention  of  the  chairman  of  the 
subcommittee  to  the  appropriation  for 
the  Extension  Service.  I  notice  that 
the  committee  recommended  an  appro¬ 
priation  of  $57,715,000,  which  represents 
an  increase  of  $2  million  over  the  figure 
provided  by  the  House,  and  $4  million 
over  the  amount  provided  for  fiscal  1960. 

Am  I  correct  in  assuming  that  the 
State  land  grant  colleges  and  the  exten¬ 
sion  services  in  each  State  can  deter¬ 
mine,  within  the  scope  of  the  program, 
the  use  to  be  made  of  these  funds?  For 
example,  could  they  use  these  funds  to 
bring  the  salaries  of  extension  workers 
and  home  demonstration  agents  up  to  a 
level  that  would  be  more  nearly  equal 
to  the  salaries  paid  in  other  States? 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  Yes.  We  have  as¬ 
sumed  the  money  would  be  used  largely 
for  that  purpose.  However,  of  course, 
the  needs  vary  as  between  the  States;'* 
The  State  of  Oregon,  for  example,  pays 
its  county  agents  a  great  deal  more 
than  any  other  State  in  the  Union  does. 
Oregon  has  a  large  State  appropriation 
for  that  purpose.  The  State  may  desire 
to  hire  different  specialists  in  some 
fields,  such  as  for  fruit  production. 
However,  generally  throughout  the 
United  States,  I  think  the  funds  will  be 
used  to  increase  the  compensation  of  the 
county  agents  and  home  demonstration 
agents  who  work  on  the  farm  level. 

Mr.  COOPER.  Recently  the  Kellogg 
Foundation  made  a  grant  of  approxi¬ 
mately  $750,000  to  the  State  of  Ken¬ 
tucky,  to  be  used  under  the  supervision 
of  the  director  of  the  State  extension 
service,  for  research  and  activities 
toward  the  development  of  30  counties 
in  the  eastern  section  of  the  State. 
Peculiarly  enough,  today  we  debated  the 
depressed  areas  bill,  which  also  was 
designed  to  give  help  to  such  areas.  This 
$750,000  grant  will  be  available  to  help 
build  the  agricultural  and  other  re¬ 
sources  of  30  counties  in  the  depressed 
areas  of  Kentucky. 

Under  this  appropriation  for  the  co¬ 
operative  extension  work,  would  the  ex¬ 
tension  service  in  Kentucky  be  empow¬ 
ered  to  use  a  part  of  those  funds  in  the 
rural  development  program,  or  in  the 
extension  service  program  in  those  coun¬ 
ties,  to  make  it  a  more  effective  program? 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  The  Senator  means  to 
use  the  Kellogg  funds - 

Mr.  COOPER.  No,  not  the  Kellogg 
funds. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  Yes,  indeed.  They 
could  use  the  appropriated  funds  to  in¬ 
crease  personnel  and,  if  necessary,  select 
20  counties  in  Kentucky  and  give  them 
the  rural  development  treatment.  There 
is  no  question  about  it,  if  the  State  of 
Kentucky  desired  to  do  it.  The  only 
overriding  requirement  is  that  the 
States,  or  the  local  units  thereof,  shall 
match  the  appropriation  dollar  for  dol¬ 
lar.  As  a  matter  of  fact,  most  of  the 
States  spend  a  great  deal  more  than  they 
receive  from  the  Federal  Government; 
but  that  is  the  overriding  requirement  to 
obtain  those  funds. 

Mr.  COOPER.  I  know  my  State  will 
be  very  appreciative  of  the  fact  that  the 
committee  retained  the  $250,000  item 


which  had  been  placed  in  the  bill  in  the 
House,  and  largely  through  the  initiative 
of  my  colleague.  Representative  William 
Natcher,  of  Kentucky,  to  initiate  a  to¬ 
bacco  research  center  in  Kentucky. 

I  wish  to  thank  the  committee  and  the 
Senator  from  Georgia  for  maintaining 
that  appropriation. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  We  hope  and  trust 
that  the  developments  at  that  research 
station  will  not  only  be  helpful  to  the 
burley  tobacco  growers,  but  will  also  help 
the  Flue-cured  tobacco  growers  of 
Georgia. 

Mr.  COOPER.  And  the  dark  tobacco 
growers. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  Yes. 

Mr.  COOPER.  I  appreciate,  as  I 
know  all  of  us  do,  the  great  interest  of 
the  Senator  from  Georgia  in  the  farm 
programs  and  the  fine  work  of  the  sub¬ 
committee  of  which  he  is  chairman. 
We  are  grateful  to  him  and  to  the  other 
members  of  the  committee  for  their 
good  work. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  I  thank  the  Senator. 

Mr.  President,  may  we  have  the  third 
reading  of  the  bill? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
bill  is  open  to  further  amendment.  If 
there  be  no  further  amendment  to  be 
proposed,  the  question  is  on  the  engross¬ 
ment  of  the  amendments  and  the  third 
reading  of  the  bill. 

The  amendments  were  ordered  to  be 
engrossed  and  the  bill  to  be  read  a  third 
time. 

The  bill  was  read  the  third  time. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  Mr.  President,  I  sug¬ 
gest  the  absence  of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  legislative  clerk  proceeded  to  call 
the  roll. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  further  pro¬ 
ceedings  under  the  quorum  call  be  dis¬ 
pensed  with. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  With¬ 
out  objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
that  we  have  the  yeas  and  nays  on  the 
passage  of  the  bill. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is.  Shall  the  bill  pass?  On  this 
question  the  yeas  and  nays  have  been 
ordered,  and  the  clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The. legislative  clerk  called  the  roll. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  I  announce  that 
the  Senator  from  Alaska  [Mr.  Bartlett]  , 
the  Senator  from  Nevada  [Mr.  Cannon], 
the  Senator  from  New  Mexico  [Mr. 
Chavez],  the  Senator  from  Idaho  [Mr. 
Church],  the  Senator  from  Wyoming 
[Mr.  McGee],  the  Senator  from  Florida 
[Mr.  Smathers],  the  Senator  from  Geor¬ 
gia  [Mr.  Talmadge],  the  Senator  from 
New  Jersey  [Mr.  Williams],  the  Senator 
from  Michigan  [Mr.  Hart],  the  Senator 
from  Hawaii  [Mr.  Long],  the  Senator 
from  Oregon  [Mr.  Morse],  and  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Montana  [Mr.  Murray]  are 
absent  on  official  business. 

I  also  announce  that  the  Senator  from 
Missouri  [Mr.  Hennings]  and  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Michigan  [Mr.  McNamara]  are 
absent  because  of  illness. 

I  further  announce  that  the  Senator 
from  North  Carolina  [Mr.  Jordan],  the 
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Senator  from  West  Virginia  [Mr.  Ran¬ 
dolph],  the  Senator  from  Wyoming  [Mr. 
O’Mahoney],  the  Senator  from  Massa¬ 
chusetts  [Mr.  Kennedy],  and  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Missouri  [Mr.  Symington]  are 
necessarily  absent. 

I  further  announce  that,  if  present  and 
voting,  the  Senator  from  Alaska  [Mr. 
Bartlett],  the  Senator  from  Nevada 
[Mr.  Cannon],  the  Senator  from  New 
Mexico  [Mr.  Chavez],  the  Senator  from 
Idaho  [Mr.  Church],  the  Senator-  from 
Missouri  [Mr.  Hennings],  the  Senator 
from  North  Carolina  [Mr.  Jordan],  the 
Senators  from  Wyoming  [Mr.  McGee 
and  Mr.  O’Mahoney],  the  Senators  from 
Michigan  [Mr.  McNamara  and  Mr. 
Hart],  the  Senator  from  West  Virginia 
[Mr.  Randolph],  the  Senator  from 
Florida  [Mr.  Smathers],  the  Senator 
from  Georgia  [Mr.  Talmadge],  the 
Senator  from  New  Jersey  [Mr.  Wil¬ 
liams],  the  Senator  from  Massachusetts 
[Mr.  Kennedy],  the  Senator  from  Ha¬ 
waii  [Mr.  Long]  ,  the  Senator  from  Ore¬ 
gon  [Mr.  Morse]  ,  the  Senator  from  Mon¬ 
tana  [Mr.  Murray],  and  the  Senator 
from  Missouri  [Mr.  Symington]  would 
each  vote  “yea.” 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  I  announce  that  the 
Senator  from  Indiana  [Mr.  Capehart]  is 
absent  because  of  death  in  his  immediate 
family. 

The  Senator  from  New  Jersey  [Mr. 
Case]  is  necessarily  absent. 

The  Senator  from  South  Dakota  [Mr. 
Case]  is  absent  on  official  business. 

The  Senator  from  Hawaii  [Mr.  Fong] 
is  absent  on  official  business  as  a  member 
of  the  official  delegation  to  attend  the 
150th  celebration  in  Buenos  Aires. 

The  Senator  from  Pennsylvania  [Mr. 
Scott]  is  detained  on  official  business. 

If  present  and  voting,  the  Senator 
from  Indiana  [Mr.  Capehart]  would  vote 
“nay.” 

On  this  vote,  the  Senator  from  South 
Dakota  [Mr.  Case]  is  paired  with  the 
Senator  from  New  Jersey  [Mr.  Case]. 
If  present  and  voting,  the  Senator  from 
South  Dakota  would  vote  “yea,”  and  the 
Senator  from  New  Jersey  would  vote 
“nay.” 

The  result  was  announced — yeas  74, 
nays  1,  as  follows: 


Aiken 

[No.  200] 
YEAS— 74 

Fulbrlght 

Magnuson 

Allott 

Goldwater 

Mansfield 

Anderson 

Gore 

Martin 

Beall 

Green 

Monroney 

Bennett 

Gruening 

Morton 

Bible 

Hartke 

Moss 

Bridges 

Hayden 

Mundt 

Brunsdale 

Hlckenlooper 

Muskie 

Butler 

Hill 

Pastore 

Byrd,  Va. 

HoUand 

Prouty 

Byrd,  W.  Va. 

Hruska 

Proxmire 

Carlson 

Humphrey 

Robertson 

Carroll 

Jackson 

Russell 

Clark 

Javlts 

Saltonstall 

Cooper 

Johnson,  Tex. 

Schoeppel 

Cotton 

Johnston,  S.C. 

Smith 

Curtis 

Keating 

Sparkman 

Dodd 

Kefauver 

S  tennis 

Douglas 

Kerr 

Thurmond 

Dworshak 

Kuchel 

Wiley 

Eastland 

Lausche 

Williams,  Del. 

EUender 

Long,  La. 

Yarborough 

Engle 

Lusk 

Young,  N.  Dak. 

Ervin 

McCarthy 

Young,  Ohio 

Frear 

McClellan 

NAYS— 1 

Bush 

NOT  VOTING— 25 


Bartlett 

Cannon 

Capehart 

Case,  N.J. 

Case,  S.  Dak. 

Chavez 

Church 

Dirksen 

Fong 


Hart 

Hennings 

Jordan 

Kennedy 

Long,  Hawaii 

McGee 

McNamara 

Morse 

Murray 


O'Mahoney 

Randolph 

Scott 

Smathers 

Symington 

Talmadge 

Williams,  N.J. 


So  the  bill  (H.R.  12117)  was  passed. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  Mr.  President,  I  move 
that  the  Senate  insist  on  its  amendments 
and  request  a  conference  with  the  House 
of  Representatives  thereon,  and  that  the 
Chair  appoint  the  conferees  on  the  part 
of  the  Senate. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to;  and  the 
Presiding  Officer  (Mr.  McCarthy  in  the 
chair)  appointed  Mr.  Russell,  Mr.  Hay¬ 
den,  Mr.  Hill,  Mr.  Robertson,  Mr.  El- 
lender,  Mr.  Young  of  North  Dakota,  Mr. 
Mundt,  and  Mr.  Dworshak  conferees  on 
the  part  of  the  Senate. 


PERMIT  NAVY  TO  SERVE  OLEO 
m\  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  fonbve  that  the  Senate  proceed  to 
the  consideration  of  Calendar  No.  921, 
Senate  brll  2168. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  bill 
will  be  stated  by  title  for  the  information 
of  the  Senates 
The  Legislative  Clerk.  A  bill  Cal'.  2168) 
to  amend  the  Navy  ration  statute  so  as 
to  provide  for  tn^  serving  of/oleomar- 
garine  or  margarii 

The  PRESIDING*,  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to/the  motion  of 
the  Senator  from  Texi 
The  motion  was  agreed  to;  and  the 
Senate  proceeded  to  consider  the  bill. 


RESOLUTION  OF  JOINT  TEXAS  LEG¬ 
ISLATIVE  COMMITTEE  APPROVES 
PADRE  ISLAND  NATIONAlK  SEA¬ 
SHORE  AREA 

Mr.  YARBOROUGH.  Mi-.  President, 
the  beacl/study  committee  of  the  Te: 
Legislature,  a  joint  committee  of  botl 
houses/of  the  Texas  Legislature,  headed' 
by  two  very  able  and  experienced  legis¬ 
lators,  Senator  Robert  W.  Baker,  of  Har¬ 
ris  County,  and  Representative  Ben  A. 
ilusing,  of  Kleberg  County,  has  adopted, 
''on  May  20,  1960,  a  resolution  favoring 
creation  of  an  88-mile-long  national  sea¬ 
shore  area  on  Padre  Island. 

This  expression  of  cooperation  and 
support  by  our  Texas  legislators  of  the 
project  already  recommended  by  Presi¬ 
dent  Eisenhower,  Secretary  of  the  Inte¬ 
rior  Fred  Seaton,  and  supported  by  Sen¬ 
ate  Majority  Leader  Lyndon  Johnson, 
should  in  my  estimation  assure  estab¬ 
lishment  of  Padre  Island  National  Sea¬ 
shore  Park  for  the  pleasure  and  benefit 
of  all  Americans. 

Action  of  the  Texas  legislative  beach 
study  committee  shows  that  leaders  at 
the  State  and  National  level  are  working 
in  harmony  on  this  project,  which  will 
permit  the  improvement  of  national  sea¬ 
shore  recreation  facilities  on  the  long¬ 
est,  southernmost  natural  beach  left  in 
America.  With  this  legislative  beach 
study  committee  favoring  enabling  leg¬ 
islation  on  the  State  level  for  an  88-mile 
national  seashore  park,  it  is  virtually 


certain  that  the  Texas  Legislature 
pass  such  a  bill  next  session, 
the  Texas  Legislature  passed  a  resoj 
favoring  a  50-mile  park  and  it  wzmld  be 
simply  a  matter  of  increasing  tjfe  desig¬ 
nated  park  area. 

Mr.  President,  that  was /a  forward 
step,  because  in  1958,  when/I  first  intro¬ 
duced  the  bill  to  authorize  the  Padre 
Island  project,  it  was  saij* that  the  Texas 
Legislature  would  neve/  give  its  consent 
to  the  creation  of  a'  Federal  seashore 
area  on  Padre  Island,  and  the  local  in¬ 
terests  bitterly  opposed  the  project  in 
the  Legislature  of' Texas.  The  forces  of 
conservation  scored  one  of  their  biggest 
victories  in  exacting  a  statute  in  1959 
providing  fqr  a  50-mile-long  seashore 
area. 

The  Secretary  of  the  Interior  has  rec¬ 
ommended  an  88-mile-long  seashore 
area.  l(fy  proposal  was  for  100  miles  of 
the  Li7 -mile-long  island,  but  the  joint 
committee  of  both  Houses  unanimously 
recommended  the  88  miles,  and  we  have 
freed  to  attempt  to  have  amended  the 
Texas  law,  which  now  provides  for  a  50- 
mile  seashore,  and  to  provide  for  88 
miles.  That  is  one  of  the  most  forward 
steps  in  the  conservation  of  recreational 
resources  in  the  history  of  my  State. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  YARBOROUGH.  I  yield . 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  I  wish  to  congratu¬ 
late  the  Senator  from  Texas  on  achiev¬ 
ing  a  much  needed  development  of  the 
shoreline  of  the  United  States  for  park 
purposes.  We  are  rapidly  losing  our 
shorelines  on  the  oceans,  the  gulf,  and 
the  lakes,  and  the  Senator  from  Texas 
has  with  others  been  trying  to  develop 
a  whole  seines  of  national  parks  to  con¬ 
serve  the  shoreline  and  to  enable  the 
people  to  have  access  to  the  sea  and  to 
the  lakes.  We  have  met  with  many  dis¬ 
couragements.  I  congratulate  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Texas  upon  obtaining  this 
much  needed  park  for  Texas  and  for  the 
country,  and  to  congratulate  him  upon 
the  progress  which  he  has  made. 

Mr.  YARBOROUGH.  Mr.  President,  I 
thank  the  distinguished  Senator  from 
linois  for  his  very  generous  words. 
His  interest  in  the  conservation  of  our 
national  resources  and  the  recreational 
areasy for  the  American  people  is  long 
known\  He  worked  at  this  project  for 
many  y&ars  before  I  reached  the  Senate. 
His  flght\or  the  Indiana  Dunes  is  a  na¬ 
tional  legend  now.  His  great  fight  for 
the  cieaninkup  of  the  pollution  in  our 
rivers  and  in.  every  facet  for  the  im¬ 
provement  of  the  habitat  of  the  Ameri¬ 
can  people  is  well  known.  I  wish  to  con¬ 
gratulate  the  Senator  from  Illinois  for 
the  leadership  hefias  given  to  those  of 
us  who  have  come\  here  since  he  laid 
out  the  pattern  of  work  in  that  field. 

The  resolution  passed  by  the  Texas 
Legislature  beach  stuay  committee  is 
another  vital  and  significant  step  toward 
establishment  of  Padre  Island  National 
Seashore  Park.  I  ask  unanimous  con¬ 
sent  to  have  printed  in  the  Record  the 
full  text  of  this  important  resolution.  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  the.  names 
of  the  State  senators  and  State\-epre- 
sentatives  who  headed  this  legislative 
joint  study  committee  and  who  signed 
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the  resolution  be  printed  in  the  Record 
with  tfte  resolution. 

There  Tjeing  no  objection,  the  resolu¬ 
tion  with\ignatures  was  ordered  to  be 
printed  in  the  Record,  as  follows: 

Whereas  the  National  Park  Service, 
through  its  pioneer  work  has  awakened  our 
country  to  the  urgency  of  the  need  to  save 
our  shoreline  and  1ms  particularly  urged  the 
preservation  of  Pacuse  Island,  the  longest 
unspoiled  natural  b&ach  in  the  United 
States,  as  a  national  seashore  area;  and 
Whereas  Senate  bill  ^introduced  in  the 
Congress  of  the  United  States  by  the  Hon¬ 
orable  Ralph  W.  Yarboroug'w,  Senator  from 
Texas,  would  authorize  the  Requisition  by 
the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  \f  the  major 
portion  of  Padre  Island,  which  legislation  has 
the  strong  support  of  the  Honorable  Lyndon 
B.  Johnson,  Senator  from  Texas,  atod  other 
members  of  the  Texas  congressional  Relega¬ 
tion;  and 

Whereas  a  lengthy  public  hearing  helil  on 
this  legislation  in  Corpus  Christi,  Tex.,Rn 
December  14,  1959  by  the  Subcommittee  ol 
Public  Lands  of  the  U.S.  Senate  Committee'S 
on  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs,  presided  over 
by  Senator  Frank  E.  Moss,  of  Utah,  indi¬ 
cated  that  the  people  of  Texas  are  strongly 
in  favor  of  the  creation  of  a  national  sea¬ 
shore  area  on  Padre  Island;  and 

Whereas  the  Department  of  Interior  has 
recently  recommended  to  the  Congress  of 
the  United  States  the  creation  of  an  88-mile 
national  seashore  area  on  Padre  Island;  and 
Whereas  the  Texas  Legislature,  at  its  last 
session,  recognized  the  desirability  of  such 
a  project  and  charged  this  committee  with 
the  responsibility  of  recommending  to  the 
next  session  of  the  legislature  necessary  leg¬ 
islation  to  implement  the  creation  of  a  na¬ 
tional  seashore  area  on  Padre  Island:  Now, 
therefore,  be  it 

Resolved  by  the  Texas  legislative  beach 
study  committee,  That  it  endorse  the  recom¬ 
mendation  of  the  Department  of  Interior 
and  that  it  recommend  to  the  next  session 
of  the  legislature  the  approval  of  the  crea¬ 
tion  of  the  88-mile  national  seashore  area 
on  Padre  Island  as  recommended  by  the  Sec¬ 
retary  of  Interior;  and  be  it  further 

Resolved,  That  said  committee  commend 
the  Honorable  Ralph  W.  Yarborough,  the 
Honorable  Lyndon  B.  Johnson,  the  Honor¬ 
able  John  Young,  the  Honorable  Joe  Kil¬ 
gore,  and  all  other  members  of  the  Texas 
delegation  to  the  U.S.  Congress  for  their 
efforts  to  secure  for  the  people  of  Texas  and 
of  this  country  a  national  seashore  area  on 
Padre  Island;  and  be  it  further 

Resolved,  That  a  copy  of  this  resolution  be 
forwarded  to  each  member  of  the  Texas 
congressional  delegation. 

Passed  at  Galveston,  Tex.,  on  the  20th  dg 
of  May  1960. 

Robert  W.  Baker, 

State  Senator,  Harris  County,  Clydir- 
man  of  Texas  Legislative  peach 
Study  Committee. 

Ben  A.  GLusHfc, 

Representative,  Kleberg  Cowity,  Vice 
Chairman  of  Texas  /Legislative 
Beach  Study  Committees 


May  2J> 


THE  CONNALLY  RESERVATION 

Mr.  MUNDT.  M y  President,  earlier 
today  the  distinguished  senior  Senator 
from  Minnesota  /TMr.  Humphrey]  in¬ 
serted  in  the  Congressional  Record  a 
discussion  of  t/ne  Connally  reservation, 
as  it  appeared  in  the  columns  of  the 
Christian  Science  Monitor. 

I  request  unanimous  consent  to  have 
insertecL/fn  the  body  of  the  Record  two 
article^  appearing  in  the  May  issue  of 
the  American  Bar  Association  Journal, 
whum  I  feel  deserve  the  attention  and 


consideration  of  every  Member  of  the 
U.S.  Senate. 

These  two  articles  present  in  eloquent 
yet  dispassionate  terms  the  pragmatic 
considerations  which  caused  the  Senate 
of  the  United  States  in  1946  to  attach 
the  six-word  Connally  amendment  to 
the  formal  declaration  of  the  United 
States  accepting  the  compulsory  juris¬ 
diction  of  the  International  Court  of 
Justice.  Both  authors  recognize  that  in 
the  continuing  ferment  of  international 
affairs  caused  by  the  clash  of  the  demo¬ 
cratic  philosophy  of  the  free  world  with 
the  totalitarian  philosophy  of  the  Sino- 
Soviet  bloc  that  the  Connally  reserva¬ 
tion  remains  as  a  vital  and  indispensa¬ 
ble  protection  to  the  domestic  sover¬ 
eignty  of  the  United  States. 

I  am,  indeed,  proud  that  the  author 
of  the  first  of  these  articles  is  a  fellow 
South  Dakotan,  Roy  E.  Willy,  a  distin¬ 
guished  practitioner  of  the  law  in  South 
Dakota  for  the  past  three  decades  and 
ie  former  chairman  of  the  American 
ir  Association’s  house  of  delegates. 
RoVWilly  has  courageously  taken  up  the 
cudgel  in  defense  of  the  Connalljy 
amendment  and  is  currently  campaigi 
ing  witnin  the  house  of  delegates,  mak¬ 
ing  repeal  of  action  taken  13  years/ago, 
at  which  trine  the  house  of  delegates  fa¬ 
vored  the  efmination  of  the  Qonnally 
reservation. 

The  second  Article  is  authored  by  a 
scholarly  and  highly  respected  member 
of  the  Minnesota  Chartes  W.  Briggs, 
of  St.  Paul.  In  a  must  Erudite  presen¬ 
tation  Mr.  Briggs  traces  the  historical 
development  of  oui/\Anglo- American 
concepts  of  the  laWy/naShe  ably  focuses 
attention  on  the  one  irrefutable  lesson 
of  history,  that  ‘“jaw  is  the  spmmand  of 
a  sovereign  pow«\” 

Before  any  action  is  taken  in\this  leg¬ 
islative  body/with  respect  to  the  Con¬ 
nally  amendment,  I  sincerely  hopRthat 
all  of  my /Colleagues  will  read  and  care¬ 
fully  reflect  on  the  contents  of  these  rWo 
pragmatic  discussions  of  the  immediat 
prospects  for  peace  through  law. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  articles 
w^re  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
follows: 

The  World  Court  and  the  Connally 
Reservation 

(By  Roy  E.  Willy  of  the  South  Dakota  Bar 
(Sioux  Falls)) 

(References  made  for  statistics  quoted  are 
largely  taken  from  the  report  of  a  special 
committee  of  the  House  Judiciary  Com¬ 
mittee  on  the  International  Court  of  Jus¬ 
tice  and  the  International  Criminal  Police 
Organization  made  to  the  1st  sess.  of  the  86th 
Cong,  on  April  1959.  (Reference  to  this 
report  will  be  abbreviated  H.J.C.).) 

(Reference  is  also  made  to  publication 
of  the  United  Nations  entitled  “The  Inter¬ 
national  Court  of  Justice”  in  1957,  which  is 
cited  as  “I.C.J.”) 

One  of  the  principal  purposes  of  the 
United  Nations  is  stated  to  be:  “To  bring 
about  by  peaceful  means  and  in  conformity 
with  the  principles  of  justice  and  inter¬ 
national  law,  adjustment  or  settlement  of 
international  disputes  or  situations  which 
might  lead  to  a  breach  of  the  peace.”  1  This 
same  object  was  also  the  purpose  of  the 
League  of  Nations.  Peaceful  settlement  of 
international  disputes  which  might,  if  not 


so  disposed  of,  lead  to  the  manifold  horroB 
of  war  has  long  been  the  aim  of  many  peo¬ 
ple  and  of  many  nations,  including  our 

Unfortunately,  in  international  affaii®  be¬ 
tween  nations,  as  in  private  transitions 
between  individuals,  it  still  requi/es  two 
parties  to  make  a  bargain,  and  inr  the  past 
it  has  not  always  been  possible4  to  secure 
the  consent  of  the  necessary  parties  to  in¬ 
sure  peaceful  solution  of  international  dis¬ 
putes.  Certainly,  in  those  c^ses  in  the  not- 
too-far  distant  past  in  which  dictatorship 
has  sought  to  enlarge  its/scope  of  influence 
by  extending  the  territorial  boundaries  of 
its  country,  a  peaceful  solution  could  be 
secured  only  at  the  /ost  of  abject  and  un¬ 
conditional  surrenc 

Whether  the  United  Nations  can  prove 
any  more  successful  in  preventing  deliberate 
acts  of  aggression  on  the  part  of  ruthless 
and  predatory/dictatorship  than  its  predeces¬ 
sor,  the  League  of  Nations,  still  remains  an 
open  question.  The  issue  was  presented  to 
the  world  in  the  recent  Korean  struggle 
where,  ill  though  there  was  intervention  by 
the  United  Nations,  a  major  conflagration 
was  /avoided.  Whether  this  same  result 
wenfld  have  been  reached  had  the  forces  of 
the  United  Nations  waged  other  than 
united  warfare  was  not  determined. 

As  an  adjunct  to  the  League  of  Nations, 
there  was  created  in  1920  a  “Permanent 
Court  of  International  Justice,” *  *  under  pro¬ 
visions  contained  in  the  League  Covenant. 
Its  jurisdiction  depended  solely  upon  the 
consent  and  voluntary  participation  of  the 
parties  to  a  dispute.  Its  activities  were  in¬ 
terrupted  by  the  outbreak  of  hostilities  in 
World  War  II  and  in  1946,  its  existence  ter¬ 
minated  with  the  dissolution  of  the  League 
of  Nations.3 

Historically,  the  first  serious  effort  to  cre¬ 
ate  machinery  for  the  settlement  of  inter¬ 
national  disputes  by  other  than  armed  hos¬ 
tilities  occurred  in  1899  in  connection  with 
the  First  Hague  Conference,  at  which  time 
the  powers  who  participated  in  this  con¬ 
ference  signed  the  “Hague  Convention  for 
the  Pacific  Settlement  of  International  Dis¬ 
putes.”  4  In  1907  at  the  second  Hague  Con¬ 
ference,  a  Permanent  Court  of  Arbitration 
was  created,  a  body  that  still  remains  in 
existence.5  The  extinction  of  the  League  of 
Nations  carried  with  it  the  Permanent  Court 
of  International  Justice.  This  gap  in  the 
world  judicial  organization  was  filled  by 
the  creation  of  a  new  judicial  structure  pro¬ 
vided  for  in  the  Charter  of  the  United  Na- 
ions.  The  form  and  judicial  substance  of 
this  organization  is  almost  identical  with 
thevold  Permanent  Court  of  International 
Justice  and  at  the  first  meeting  of  the  new 
body,  it  adopted,  with  few  changes,  the  rules 
of  courtspf  its  predecessor.0 

The  present  International  Court  of  Jus¬ 
tice  consist  of  15  judges  who,  under 
the  provisions  of  its  Charter,  are  elected  by 
the  General  \Assembly  and  the  Security 
Council  of  the  \Jnited  Nations.  The  judges 
are  chosen  fromNlists  of  persons  submitted 
by  the  various  national  groups  who,  as 
members  of  the  Untied  Nations,  also  belong 
to  the  Permanent  Court  of  Arbitration,  and 
in  the  case  of  members  of  the  United  Na¬ 
tions  who  do  not  belongSto  this  court,  sepa¬ 
rate  lists  are  submitted.  \The  General  As¬ 
sembly  and  the  Council  eabh  holds  a  sepa¬ 
rate  election  and  the  successful  candidates 
must  obtain  a  majority  of  votes  from  each 
of  these  two  separate  bodies.  Judges  of  the 
International  Court  are  elected  \ior  nine- 
year  terms  an  dare  eligible  for  reflection. 
Their  terms  are  staggered  so  that  fivoGudges 
are  selected  every  3  years.  Provision  is 


J ICJ,  p.  1. 


3  I.C.J.,  p.  4. 

•  I.C.J.,  p.  4. 
‘I.C.J.,  p.  3. 
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•I.C.J.,  p.  5. 
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appropriation  bill. 
SENATE 


OLEOMARGARINE.  Began  debate  Cn  S.  2168,  to  amend  tNp  Navy  ration  statute  so  as 
to  permit  the  serving  of  oleomargarine  or  margarine \pp.  10234,  10244-51, 
10254-6,  10257-8,  10260-1/.  Pending  at  adjournment  wis  a  proposed  amendment  by 
Sen.  Proxmire  to  provide' that  no  oleomargarine  or  margarine  shall  be  acquired 
for  use  by  the  Navy  unless  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  certifies  that  no  pur¬ 
chases  of  milk  or  dairy  products  have  been  or  are  intended  be  made  for  sup¬ 
porting  the  price  of  milk  or  butterfat,  and  that  acquisitions^  oleomargarine 
or  margarine  will /not  cause  or  contribute  to  a  surplus  of  milk Nor  dairy  products 
but  provided  that  limited  supplies  of  oleomargarine  or  margarineSmay  be  acquired 
for  use  in  special  operations  where  the  use  of  butter  would  be  impractical 
(pp.  10248-5L<  10254-6,  10257-8,  10260-1).  Agreed  to  a  unanimous -cdv^sent  re¬ 
quest  by  Serf:  Mansfield  to  vote  on  the  Proxmire  amendment  at  12:30  p.Np.  today. 
May  26  (P/ 10257)  . 

2.  PERSONNEL.  The  Judiciary  Committee  reported  with  amendments  H.  R.  7577,  to  pro¬ 
vide  /or  the  defense  of  suits  against  Federal  employees  arising  out  of  their 
operation  of  motor  vehicles  in  the  scope  of  their  employment  (S.  Rept.  1425). 
P./10224 


AGRICULTURAL  APPROPRIATION  BILL,  1961,  Sen,  Dirksen  called  attention  to 
language  in  this  bill,  H.  R.  12117,  authorizing  additional  borrowing  authority 
of  up  to  $40  million  for  Fanners  Horae  Administration  Loans,  $60  million  for 


rural  telephone  loans,  and  $60  million  for  rural  electrification  loans,  stating 
that  he  understood  ’’that  under  the  language  as  now  carried  in  the  bill,  if  the 
Administrator  feels  it.  is  necessary  to  spend  the  money  and  goes  to  the  Bureau 
of  the  Budget  and  insists  upon  having  the  additional  money  made  available,  the 
money  must  be  made  available,"  He  stated  that  the  "Budget  Director  has  told  me 
that  if  the  demand  is  made  it  is  virtually  impossible  for  him  to  resist  it,  so 
the  money  may  be  expended."  pp.  10231-2 


ADMINISTRATIVE  PRACTICE.  Sen.  Carroll  submitted  a  report  of  the  Judiciary  Com¬ 
mittee,  'Administrative  Practice  and  Procedure"  (S.  Rept.  1484).  p,  10225 


AIR  POLLUTION.  Sen.  Kuchel  urged  enactment  of  legislation  to  permit  stricter 
control  of  air  pollution,  and  inserted  several  articles  and  letters  discussing 
^matter,  pp.  10238-40 


thi: 


WATER  RESOURCES.  Sen.  Engle  criticized  the  water  resource  development^  policies 
of  the  Administration,  and  inserted  a  table  showing  Federal  expenditures  for 
water  resource  devefpment  from  1950  through  1960.  pp.  10252-“ 


WATERSHEDS.  Received  from  the  Budget  Bureau  plans  for  works  jiff,  improvement  on 
the  following  watersheds:  p.  10223 

Badger  Creek  anG^ill- Picayune  Creek,  Iowa,  Marsh  Cre^k,  Ky.  and  Tenn. , 
Persimmon  and  Burnt  C^m  Creek,  Miss.,  Tabo  Creek,  Mo.yrishing  Creek,  S.  C. , 
and  Bad  Axe,  Wise.;  to  Agriculture  and  Forestry  Comim/^tee. 

Upper  Black  Bear  Creek\  Okla. ,  Reel foot -Indian  C^eek,  Tenn.  and  Ky, ,  and 
Olmitos  and  Garcias  Creeks/Njex. ;  to  Public  Works/Committee. 


LEGISLATIVE  PROGRAM.  Sen.  Johnsbn  announced  tKat  the  following  bills  have  been 
cleared  by  the  policy  committee  tbr  possibLe  consideration  this  week  or  next 
week:  S.  2759,  the  Ellender  wheat  pill ;  R.  7681,  transfer  of  forest  land 
authorities  from  Interior  to  USDA;  Sl\3044,  multiple  use  management  forest  bill; 
S.  3140,  commission  on  small  town  and/rpral  county  problems;  S.  1617,  adjustment 
of  U.  S.  legislative  jurisdiction  oyer  lgfcnd  in  States;  S.  1789,  insure  adequa/ "j 
of  railroad  freight  car  supply;  S/  2977,  representation  of  regional  banks  for 
cooperatives  on  board  of  directors  of  Centra'kBank  for  Cooperatives;  S.  1235, 
research  in  meteorology;  S.  3J74,  participatiorkof  U.  S,  in  International  Develop 
ment  Association;  H.  R.  9983<  payments  in  lieu  o^taxes  on  Federal  property; 

S,  2583,  reimbursement  of xSwners  of  land  for  moving,  expenses ;  H.  R.  9322,  con¬ 
tinue  suspension  of  duty/on  coarse  wool;  H.  R.  9881,\free  importation  of  house¬ 
hold  effects  into  U.  S/  under  Government  orders;  S.  17&7,  regulate  misbranding, 
etc.,  of  imitation  hardwood  products;  and  S.  2830,  extei^on  of  Library  Services 
Act.  pp.  10258-60, 


HOUSE 


PUBLIC  WORK^/APPRQPRIATION  BILL,  1961.  Passed,  387  to  18,  without N'qmendment  this 
bill,  H.R-s  12326  (pp.  10263-4).  Previous  to  the  bill's  passage,  reacted  by  a 
vote  cf/294  to  110,  a  motion  by  Rep.  Goodell  to  recommit  the  bill  to  rhe  Appro¬ 
priations  Committee  with  the  instructions  to  delete  funds  for  the  Allegheny 
River  Reservoir  in  Pa.  and  N.  Y.  pp.  10263-4 


ERSONNEL.  As  reported  (see  Digest  93),  H.  R.  9883,  the  Federal  pay  bill,  in¬ 
cludes  provisions  as  follows: 
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,Dr.  Galbraith  minimized  the  risk  of  bad 
faith  in  these  words:  “Some  of  our  estimate 
of  the  danger  of  bad  faith,  we  must  agree,  will 
be  the  residue  of  the  bad  feelings  of  recent 
years. With  this  sweepingly  simple  analysis 
of  the  cold  war  Professor  Galbraith  not  mere¬ 
ly  succeeds  in  equating  communism  with 
democracy ^but  ignores  the  essential  amoral- 
ity  of  communism,  its  long  record  of  perfidy 
and  violated  treaties.  For  my  own  part,  I 
take  it  for  granted  that  if  there  is  enough  to 
gain  from  cheating  and  if  the  cheating  can 
be  made  reasonably  safe,  the  Kremlin  will 
cheat. 

FACINd\CHOICE 

What  would  the  Kremlin  gain  from  cheat¬ 
ing?  If  the  Kremlin  welse  to  get  there  first 
on  the  antimissile  missiih  or  the  neutron 
bomb  or  on  any  other  major  technological 
breakthrough  in  nuclear  weaponry,  my  con¬ 
viction  is  that  we  would  in  snort  order  find 
ourselves  confronted  with  a  choice  between 
annihilation  and  surrender. 

How  easy  would  underground  cheating  be? 
Even  the  most  elaborate  inspectionVsystem 
yet  proposed  would  provide  detectionXcapa- 
bilities  only  down  to  the  level  of  ik  20 
kiloton  (Hiroshima)  blast.  For  the  lif\  of 
me  I  see  no  point  to  any  detection  syst' 
which  would  cost  several  billion  dollars  t( 
install  and  probably  another  billion  dollars 
a  year  to  operate,  and  which  would  leave  the 
Communists  free  to  sneak  test  any  device 
up  to  the  size  of  a  Hiroshima-type  bomb. 

Even  at  levels  much  lower  than  20 
kilotons  it  is  possible  to  do  a  tremendous 
amount  of  significant  testing.  Such  testing 
would  not  merely  be  immediately  applicable 
to  the  entire  range  of  clean,  tactical  nuclear 
weapons  but  would  be  applicable,  by  extrapo¬ 
lation,  to  the  development  of  improved  or 
radically  different  strategic  weapons. 

RISKS  INVOLVED 

My  estimate  of  the  relative  risks  differs 
fundamentally  from  Professor  Galbraith’s  at¬ 
titude.  I  believe  that  the  greater  our  nu; 
merical  and  technological  preponderance 
nuclear  weapons,  the  smaller  the  chance/of 
war.  I  believe  that  an  effective  nuclear/est 
ban,  if  such  a  thing  were  possible,  would  not 
decrease  the  danger  of  war  by  one  iota.  I 
believe  that  a  test  ban  or  moratorium  ob¬ 
served  only  by  the  open  societies  wouLfl  great¬ 
ly  increase  the  danger  of  a  thern>6nuclear 
holocaust. 

I  believe  that  the  opinion  o/  mankind 
could  be  respected  and  the  security  of  the 
free  world  served  by  an  agreement  based  on 
President  Eisenhower’s  proposal  of  February 
11.  This  called  for  a  ban  on/  all  tests  that 
contaminate  the  atmosphera'  and  detectable 
tests  in  space  and  underground,  for  a  joint 
research  program  on  detention,  and  for  the 
extension  of  the  test  ban/  to  other  areas  as 
Improved  means  of  inspection  were  developed. 

Unfortunately,  we  hayfe  now  departed  from 
this  position  and  agreed  in  principle  to  a  ban 
on  undetectable  space  shots  and  a  morato¬ 
rium  on  undetectabl/ underground  tests. 

I  fear  that  by  these  concessions  we  have 
placed  the  free  woyfd  in  grave  jeopardy. 

Thomas  J.  Dodd, 

U.S.  Senator. 


cor 


£ICT  OF  INTERESTS 
:SEN.  Mr.  President,  a  very 


Mr.  DIR] 

interesting  editorial  was  published  in  the 
Wall  Street  Journal  of  May  17,  1360, 
under  tb/e  caption  “Conflict  of  Interests.” 
I  thought  the  significant  statement  in 
the  editorial  was  the  last,  which  is : 

It  Is  really  a  matter  of  determination  of 
character.  For  a  conflict  of  interest  is  to  be 
found  not  in  a  man’s  bank  box,  but  in  his 
heart. 

I  think  the  editorial  is  worthy  of  repro¬ 
duction  and  wider  dissemination,  so  I  ask 

No.  95- 


/ 

,,  :  •  J 

unanimous  consent  that  it  be  printed  in 
the  Record  at  this  point. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  editorial 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows: 

Conflict  of  Interests 

Mr.  Edward  K.  Mills,  Jr.,  an  attorney,  has 
requested  President  Eisenhower  tc/withdraw 
his  nomination  as  a  member  of  the  Federal 
Communications  Commission.  IX  is  impos¬ 
sible,  Mr.  Mills  said,  for  him  to  divest  himself 
of  an  interest  in  stock  in  the  communications 
field  to  a  degree  that  can  be  "l/garded  as  suffi¬ 
cient.’ 

It  is  impossible  because  /he  stock  is  held 
by  a  bank  acting  as  trustee  for  a  trust  fund 
established  by  his  family  with  Mr.  Mills  as 
beneficiary  some  years  ago.  It  is  impossible 
for  Mr.  Mills  to  sell  his/stock — as  Mr.  Wilson 
sold  his  General  Motors  stock  at  great  per¬ 
sonal  sacrifice,  as  it  turned  out — because  he 
doesn’t  own  it  or  control  it.  But  he  could 
benefit  from  a  rise  in  its  value,  or  suffer 
from  a  drop  in  ity  value. 

If  ever  a  situation  could  point  to  the  un¬ 
realistic  policy  pi  expecting  men  to  divest 
themselves  of  p/operty  in  order  to  serve  their 
government,  this  one  surely  does  so.  As  to 
Mr.  Mills  him/elf,  there  might  be  objection  to 
some  of  the  .policies  he  announced  he  would 
follow  on  the  FCC;  we  certainly  thought  that 
he  was  going  far  afield  in  his  proposals  to 
raihe  the  /standards”  of  TV  and  radio  pres¬ 
entation/ by  Government  “persuasion.” 

But'fjie  irony  is  that  if  this  were  to  be  done 
on  a  t&oad  enough  scale,  the  TV  and  radio 
industriN  believe  they  would  have  lost  reve¬ 
nues/  Serif  anyone  believes  Mr.  Mills  might 
have  acted  rn  a  way  that  would  influence  the 
value  of  the  opmmunications  investments  in 
Is  trust,  theysmay  very  well  be  right.  Mr. 
[ills  might,  while  raising  the  standards  of 
/the  industries  he\was  to  oversee,  have  suc¬ 
ceeded  also  in  lowering  his  own  revenues. 

We  don’t  mean  that  the  bars  ought  to  be 
so  lowered  that  no  attention  ought  to  be  paid 
to  possible  conflicts  of\interest.  But  there 
are  other  and  surer  guidesun  our  view.  What 
is  a  man’s  reputation  for  honesty  and  integ¬ 
rity?  That  seems  to  us  the  better  way  to 
choose  officials  of  Government  agencies. 

A  crook  could  divest  himself \>f  everything 
and  still  remain  a  crook  seeking!  high  office 
for  further  crookery.  An  honesk  man  will 
remain  honest  no  matter  what  hesowns  or 
what  temptations  are  placed  in  hisyvay. 

It  is  not  really  a  matter  of  divestme\t.  If 
it  were,  we  ought  to  require  all  Secretaries  of 
the  Treasury  to  get  rid  even  of  their  dollar 
bills — on  the  ground  that  a  man  might  in¬ 
duce  the  Government  to  follow  policies  thai 
could  make  the  dollar  more  valuable  and 
thus  benefit  himself. 

It  is  really  a  matter  of  determination  of 
character.  For  a  conflict  of  interest  is  to  be 
found  not  in  a  man’s  bank  box  but  in  his 
heart. 


AGRICULTURE  AND  FARM  CREDIT 
ADMINISTRATION  APPROPRIA¬ 
TIONS,  1961— CONTINGENCY  LAN¬ 
GUAGE 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  Mr.  President,  in  the 
welter  of  things  happening  yesterday  I 
had  hoped  to  invite  attention  to  one  item 
in  the  Department  of  Agriculture  ap¬ 
propriation  bill,  but  I  was  in  and  out 
of  the  Chamber  so  much  during  the  day 
that  I  did  not  quite  get  around  to  it. 
However,  I  talked  with  some  members 
of  the  committee  and  with  other  Sen¬ 
ators  with  respect  to  the  matter. 

My  comments  relate  to  two  items. 
First,  in  regard  to  the  so-called  Farm¬ 
ers  Home  Administration  there  was  an 
appropriation  provided  and,  in  addition. 


there  was  language  to  the  effect  that  the 
Administration  would  be  entitled  to 
spend  an  additional  $40  million  if  it  were 
required.  It  was  my  notion  that  per¬ 
haps  the  language  ought  to  be  safe¬ 
guarded  by  requiring  approval  of  the 
Bureau  of  the  Budget,  but  there  was  some 
objection  to  doing  so.  Therefore,  I  did 
not  offer  the  amendment. 

I  understand,  however,  that  under  the 
language  as  now  carried  in  the  bill,  if 
the  Administrator  feels  it  is  necessary  to 
spend  the  money  and  goes  to  the  Bureau 
of  the  Budget  and  insists  upon  having 
the  additional  money  made  available,  the 
money  must,  be  made  available. 

The  interesting  thing  about  this  mat¬ 
ter  is  simply  that  we  enlarge  the  expendi¬ 
tures  for  fiscal  year  1961,  but  the  enlarge¬ 
ment  does  not  show  up  in  the  budget 
total  for  that  particular  department. 

A  comparable  provision  was  carried 
in  the  bill  with  respect  to  the  Rural  Elec¬ 
trification  Administration,  and  made 
available  an  additional  $60  million  for 
telephone  loans  and  $60  million  for  elec¬ 
trification  loans,  or  a  total  of  $120  mil¬ 
lion.  The  Budget  Director  has  told  me 
that  if  the  demand  is  made  it  is  virtually 
impossible  for  him  to  resist  it,  so  the 
money  may  be  expended. 

This  is  a  total  of  $60  million  plus  $60 
million  plus  $40  million,  or  $160  million. 
If  the  $160  million  is  expended,  then 
instead  of  the  so-called  $135  million  re¬ 
duction  in  the  budget  figure  as  reported 
by  the  committee,  actually  there  will  be 
an  excess  expenditure  over  the  budget 
figure. 

This  is  not  exactly  back-door  financ¬ 
ing.  This  is  a  contingent  appropriation. 
I  become  a  little  concerned  about  it,  be¬ 
cause  instead  of  a  back  door  it  might 
become  a  trapdoor. 

I  did  not  want  the  legislative  record 
to  be  closed  on  this  matter  without  allud¬ 
ing  to  this.  I  am  sensible  of  the  fact  that 
the  language  was  incorporated  in  the 
bill  as  it  came  from  the  House  of  Repre¬ 
sentatives.  The  Senate  did  not  modify 
the  language  and  did  not  modify  the 
amounts  provided,  but  simply  concurred 
in  the  action  taken  by  the  House. 

I  am  pretty  confident  that  those  who 
are  beset  with  budget  problems  and  an 
effort  to  maintain  a  balanced  budget  are 
looking  upon  this  with  dubious  eye,  be¬ 
cause  they  may  feel  the  budget  is  in 
balance  and  suddenly  discover  the  de¬ 
mand  for  the  contingent  amounts  will 
be  made.  If  such  a  demand  is  made  and 
the  money  is  expended  in  the  fiscal  year 
to  come,  then  of  course  what  now  looks 
like  a  budget  cut  will  really  be  an  addi¬ 
tion  to  the  budget. 

Perhaps,  Mr.  President,  I  should  read 
into  the  Record  the  contingency  lan¬ 
guage  in  one  of  these  paragraphs.  It  is 
after  the  regular  appropriation: 

*  *  *  and  additional  amounts,  not  to  ex¬ 
ceed  $60  million  for  each  program,  may  be 
borrowed  under  the  same  terms  and  condi¬ 
tions  to  the  extent  that  such  amount  is 
required  during  the  fiscal  year  1961  under 
the  then  existing  conditions  for  the  expedi¬ 
tious  and  orderly  development  of  the  rural 
electrification  program  and  rural  telephone 
program. 

There  is,  therefore,  no  authority  in  the 
Bureau  of  the  Budget  or  in  the  executive 
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to  stop  the  expenditure  of  the  money  if 
the  head  of  the  agency  says,  “We  need 
it.  We  want  it.  We  are  going  to  spend 
it.” 

This  throws  a  little  new  light  on  a  dif¬ 
ferent  budgetary  procedure  of  the  Ap¬ 
propriations  Committee,  and  someone 
should  bring  it  to  the  attention  of  the 
Senate,  because  it  may  happen  again 
upon  a  contingency  basis.  I  am  de¬ 
lighted,  indeed,  that  the  very  distin¬ 
guished  chairman  of  the  Committee  on 
Appropriations  is  presently  occupying 
the  Presiding  Officer’s  chair.  This  is  a 
matter,  I  am  sure,  of  great  concern  to 
him. 


VICE  PRESIDENT  NIXON  ADDRESSES 
ANNUAL  CONVENTION  O/  THE 
NATIONAL  SALES  EXECUTIVES 
ASSOCIATION  IN  EUFFALO,  N.I 

Mr.  KEATING.  Mr.  President,  Ni 
York  State  recently  welcomed  distin¬ 
guished  visitors  when  Vice  President  and 
Mrs.  Nixon  appeared  in  several  upstate 
cities.  In  a  notable  address  before  the 
annual  convention  of  the  National  Sales 
Executives  Association  in  Buffalo,  the 
Vice  President  discussed  the  causes  and 
aftermaths  of  the  breakup  of  the  sum¬ 
mit  conference.  > 

More  importantly,  perhaps,  he  dealt 
with  what  all  of  this  may  mean  for  the 
future  and  with  what  America’s  role 
must  be  in  leading  the  world  to  peace 
and  security.  Of  particular  pertinence 
were  his  remarks  on  the  need  to  extend 
the  mutual  security  program  without 
serious  cuts. 

Mr.  President,  so  that  this  address 
may  reach  the  wide  readership  it  de¬ 
serves,  I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  it 
be  printed  at  this  point  in  the  Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  speech 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows: 

Text  of  Address  Delivered  by  Vice  President 
Richard  M.  Nixon  Before  Annual  Con¬ 
vention  of  the  National  Sales  Executives 
Association  on  May  18,  1960,  at  Buffalo, 
N.Y. 

Tonight  I  want  to  talk  to  you  about  a 
major  problem,  certainly  the  problem  that 
Is  in  the  mind  of  every  person  in  this  room; 
and  most  of  the  people  in  this  Nation  am 
probably  in  the  world.  You  have  read  ajid 
heard  that  the  summit  conference  is  over. 
Mr.  Khrushchev  has  decided  to  return  to 
Moscow  and  President  Eisenhower,  after  his 
visit  to  Portugal,  will  return  to  tiisf  United 
States.  And  so  people  are  asking  (Questions : 
What  does  it  mean?  Why  did/it  happen? 
Who  was  at  fault?  Mr.  Khrushchev’s  answer 
Is  that  the  United  States  is/at  fault.  He 
says  President  Eisenhower  Personally  must 
assume  responsibility  because  he  ordered  the 
flights  which  have  occurred  over  the  Soviet 
Union  over  the  past  4  years  for  the  purpose 
of  obtaining  information  to  guard  against 
surprise  attack  against  the  United  States 
and  the  free  woUd.  Mr.  Khrushchev  in 
effect  has  said  that  because  of  the  U-2  inci¬ 
dent,  and  because  he  was  so  shocked  to  learn 
that  some  of  these  flights  had  occurred  and 
that  the  President  had  ordered  them,  the 
summit  conference  could  not  go  forward. 
Then  he  .went  on  to  say  he  felt  that  no 
conference  should  be  held  now  until  the 
American  people  should  have  an  opportunity 
to  vote  for  another  President  and  then 
possibly  the  climate  might  be  changed. 

Having  said  these  things,  of  course,  specu¬ 
lation  immediately  comes  up  as  to  whether 


Mr.  Khrushchev  is  right  and  whether  these 
are  the  reasons  for  the  conference  breaking 
up.  I  will  give  you  my  own  opinion,  and  I 
am  not  alone  in  this  opinion;  it  is  that  the 
U-2  incident  was  not  a  reason  for  the  break¬ 
ing  up  of  the  conference  by  Mr.  Khrushchev, 
but  an  excuse.  I  talked  to  the  President  by 
telephone  today  in  Paris  and  he  indicated 
that  was  his  view  and  the  view  of  other 
allied  leaders  to  whom  he  had  talked  when 
he  said,  in  effect,  that  the  conference  was 
broken  up  by  Mr.  Khrushchev  for  apparently 
contrived  reasons. 

What  were  the  real  reasons,  then?  We 
can  only  guess;  I  can  only  report  to  you 
what  many  of  those  who  are  experts  in  this 
field  have  projected  as  possible  reasons  for 
Mr.  Khrushchev’s  actions  in  torpedoing  the 
summit  conference  as  h§  did. 

First,  there  is  the  possibility  that  he  may 
be  under  pressure  economically  in  his  own 
country  and  that  he  needed  a  “foreign 
devil,”  so  to  speak,  to  blame  for  the  distress 
that  may  have  been  developing,  and  to  ex¬ 
cuse  his  government  from  failing  to  provide 
more  consumer  goods  for  his  people.  Sec¬ 
ond,  there  are  those  who  believe  that  a 
possible  reason  for  his  acting  as  he  did  was 
iressure  that  he  was  under  from  Stalanists 
extremists  within  the  Soviet  Government, 
wbp  had  never  liked  his  line  of  so-called 
“peaceful  coexistence”  and  “peaceful  com 
petition”  and  believe  that  a  more  aggress!  ' 
line  should  be  adopted.  Third,  there  /re 
those  who  believe  that  he  may  evep  be 
under  soine  pressure  from  his  Chinese  ally, 
Mao  Tse-tVog,  who  publicly  has  indicated 
that  he  dote  not  agree  with  Mr.  Khru¬ 
shchev  in  the  “peaceful  coexistence”  line 
which  Mr.  Khrushchev  had  be£n  following 
prior  to  the  summit  conference.  There  are 
others  who  believk  that  one/of  the  reasons 
why  he  broke  up  this  conference  was  that 
he  was  convinced,  byvreason  of  what  Presi¬ 
dent  Eisenhower,  President  de  Gaulle  and 
Prime  Minister  MacmifTsm  had  said  in  the 
past  few  weeks,  that'  he\  Mr.  Khrushchev, 
would  be  unable. to  get  his  \ay  on  the  Berlin 
question;  and  thaybelievingNhe  was  not  go¬ 
ing  to  get  his  way  on  the  Besdin  question; 
because  of  our/ firm  position,  m  which  we 
would  be  j oii/cl  by  our  allies,  heXfelt  it  was 
best  not  to  Participate  in  the  conference  at 
all,  so  thaj/he  would  be  free  to  act  upilater- 
ally. 

ThesP  are  some  of  the  reasons  that ''have 
been  Suggested.  But  whatever  the  reasons 
are,  /  will  again  repeat  what  I  said  at  t\e 
outset:  That  the  majority  opinion  seems 
b/8  that  the  real  reason  does  not  lie  in  the 
met  that  the  U-2  incident  was  so  shocking  to 
him. 

Now  if  I  may  go  to  a  second  point.  I  be¬ 
lieve  that  Mr.  Khrushchev,  in  making  his 
announcement  that  he  was  going  to  break 
up  the  summit  conference,  and  in  attempt¬ 
ing  to  convince  the  world  that  he  was  doing 
it  because  of  the  U-2  incident,  made  three 
major  mistakes  in  judgment. 

One,  he  misjudged  the  intelligence  and 
sophistication  of  the  leaders  of  the  world 
and  the  people  of  the  world.  These  leaders 
and  people  could  certainly  not  be  taken  in 
to  believe  that  Mr.  Khrushchev,  who  to  put  it 
in  understatement  is  a  master  of  espionage 
activities,  would  be  so  shocked  to  find  that 
the  United  States  was  attempting  to  obtain 
information  with  regard  to  surprise  attack 
in  any  method  by  which  that  information 
could  be  obtained.  Certainly,  I  would  think 
that  most  impartial  observers  would  say  he 
was  the  last  person  who  would  show  shocked 
surprise  at  espionage  activities.  And  so  he 
misjudged  the  action  and  the  temper  of  the 
world’s  leaders  and  people.  Dispatches  from 
all  over  the  world  indicate  this  because,  al¬ 
though  for  a  few  days  after  the  U-2  incident 
first  hit  the  world’s  headlines  there  was  sup¬ 
port  for  Mr.  Khrushchev,  when  he  used  this 
incident  as  an  excuse  for  breaking  up  the 
conference,  then  that  support  drifted  away; 


now  there  seems  to  be  almost  unanimot 
condemnation  of  him  as  the  one  solely  re 
sponsible  for  this  action.  This  was  his  prst 
mistake  in  judgment. 

His  second  was  in  misjudging  the presi¬ 
dent  himself.  Apparently  Mr.  Khrfishchev 
thought  that  he,  in  effect,  would  be  able  to 
blackmail  the  President,  to  bully  him,  by 
threatening  to  break  up  the  conference  un¬ 
less  the  President  apologized  f/r  attempting 
to  defend  the  United  State/  through  sur¬ 
veillance  by  aerial  activities  and  also  pun¬ 
ished  those  who  were  /responsible.  The 
President  would  not  pay  this  price,  in  my 
opinion  properly  could /not  pay  such  a  price. 
He  refused  to  apologize  under  the  circum¬ 
stances  which  Mr.  Khrushchev  had  laid  down 
in  his  conditions/for  his  participation  in 
the  conference.  /And  so  he  misjudged  the 
President  and  t/e  President’s  determination 
in  this  area. 

In  additicZ,  Mr.  Khrushchev,  I  believe, 
misjudged  /the  character  of  the  American 
people.  And  I  speak  now  not  as  a  Republi¬ 
can,  or  Xs  a  party  leader,  but  as  on  official 
of  thi/  Government  and  as  an  American 
citizefi.  When  he  tried  to  imply,  as  he  did, 
that  by  waiting  for  6  or  7  months  to  pass 
apa  for  the  American  election  to  occur,  that 
e  American  electorate  then  might  select 
as  President  of  the  United  States  another  in¬ 
dividual  who  would  take  a  different  line 
with  regard  to  his  threats  than  President 
Eisenhower  was  taking,  I  think  he  misjudged 
the  American  people  and  he  misjudged  both 
the  great  American  political  parties. 

Because,  my  friends,  we  know  that  the 
great  majority  of  Americans — regardless  of 
their  partisan  affiliates — resents  any  at¬ 
tempt  by  Mr.  Khrushchev,  or  anybody  else 
outside  this  country,  to  interfere  in  an 
American  election  in  such  a  flagrant  and 
arrogant  way.  And  second,  I  think  we  would 
all  agree  that  regardless  of  party,  Americans 
believe  in  the  cause  of  peace  with  justice 
which  the  President  was  representing  at 
Paris;  and  Americans  believe  that  the  Presi¬ 
dent  of  the  United  States  was  fully  justified 
in  adopting  a  course  of  action  to  protect  this 
country  from  another  Pearl  Harbor  surprise 
attack  through  aerial  surveillance. 

I  do  not  suggest  that  the  conduct  of  the 
administration  in  this — or  any  other  area — 
has  been  without  mistakes.  I  only  suggest 
that  as  far  as  the  basic  policies  and  the  basic 
attitudes  of  the  American  people  are  con¬ 
cerned,  we  stand  united  against  attempts  by 
outsiders  to  interfere  with  our  elections  and 
for  the  principles  of  freedom,  peace  with 
justice,  and  the  right  of  self-determination 
or  the  2,500,000  people  of  Berlin  and  others 
throughout  the  world. 

d  so,  having  analyzed  the  events  to 
dat^V  may  I  turn  to  the  future.  What  will 
happCTi  now?  What  will  Mr.  Khrushchev 
do — anH.  what  should  we  do?  Again,  we  are 
in  the  area  of  conjecture.  I  would  first  say 
that  as  fakas  Mr.  Khrushchev  is  concerned, 
no  one  can\predict  what  he  will  do  on  Ber- 
lin,  or  with  regard  to  the  disarmament  con¬ 
ferences  that  'have  been  going  on,  or  with 
regard  to  the  conferences  on  atomic  tests, 
until  at  least  a  few  days  have  passed  and  he 
is  able  to  assess  wotld  opinion.  Because  one 
thing  I  have  noted  \bout  Mr.  Khrushchev, 
and  one  thing  other  observers  have  noted,  is 
that  he  is  very  sensitive  to  world  opinion, 
particularly  the  opinion  m  the  so-called  un¬ 
committed  areas  of  the  w&rld.  I  think  Mr. 
Khrushchev  will  have  to  haitahis  assessment 
of  that  opinion  in  mind  as  ne  develops  his 
course  of  action  for  the  future.  If  he  does 
not  have  that  in  mind,  he  could,  lose  many 
of  the  gains  and  the  advantage!*  that  he 
presently  thinks  he  has  in  the  ideological 
conflict  going  on  in  the  uncommitted,  coun¬ 
tries  of  the  world — between  communism  on 
the  one  side  and  the  forces  of  freedomyon 
the  other. 

Second,  does  Mr.  Khrushchev  want  war? 
My  answer  is:  I  do  not  believe  so.  I  share 
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HIGHLIGHTS :  Senate  began  debate  on  whe\t  bill. / Senate  passed  multiple  use  forestry 
management  bill.  Senate  subcommittee  votpd  t^/ report  housing  bill.  House  conferees 
appointed  on  agricultural  appropriation  bi! 


1.  WHEAT.  Began  debate  on  S.  2759,  the  Ellender  wtipat  bill  (see  Digest  80  for  a 
t  summary  of  the  provisions  of  ther  bill)  (pp.  1123£\50),  Agreed  to  a  technical 

amendment  by  Sen.  Johnston  to  ^renumber  certain  sections  of  the  bill  (p.  11238) « 
Agreed  to  a  unanimous- consent?  request  by  Sen.  Johnsoh.  to  limit  debate  on  any 
amendment  to  1  hour,  and  to/limit  debate  on  the  quest rqn  of  final  passage  to  2 
hours  (p.  11236).  Several' Senators  submitted  amendments  intended  to  be  pro¬ 
posed  to  the  bill  (p.  1V^02). 

2.  FORESTRY.  Passed  without  amendment  H.  R.  10572,  to  direct  th\Secretary  of 
Agriculture  to  administer  the  national  forests  for  multiple  use  and  sustained 
yield  of  their  several  products  and  services.  The  bill  provide  ^recognition  in 
one  single  statute  that  the  national  forests  provide  watershed,  timber,  range, 
outdoor  recreation,  and  fish  and  wildlife  values,  and  declares  that\£t  is  the 
policy  of  the/Congress  that  the  national  forests  are  established  and  are  to  be 
administered  for  such  purposes.  This  bill  will  now  be  sent  to  the  President. 

pp.  11212-^2 

HOUSING y  The  Housing  Subcommittee  of  the  Banking  and  Currency  Committee  voted  tc 
report  to  the  full  committee  an  omnibus  housing  authorization  bill.  The  Daily 
Digest"  states  that,  as  approved  by  the  subcommittee,  the  bill  "would  proviae 
total  funds  of  $1.58  billion,  which  sum  would  include  (1)  $500  million  for 


\ 


college  housing,  (2)  $350  million  for  urban  renewal,  (3)  $100  million  for 
licx facility  loans,  and  (4)  $175  million  for  FNMA  special  assistance  progr< 
of  which  $150  million  would  be  for  the  President's  fund,  and  $25  million  fix 
the  cooperative  program."  p.  D520 


4.  FOREIGN  A' 
Fleet  of 
disaster 


a  White 
to 


Sen.  Humphrey  urged  support  for  his  proposal  to  establis 
ships  to  provide  emergency  reliefv  including  food 
as  abroad,  pp.  11228-9 

HOUSE 

5.  AGRICULTURAL  APPROPRIATION  BILL,  1961.  House  conferees  were  appointed  on  this 
bill,  H.  R.  12117.  0 with  permission  granted  to  ..file  report  by  midnight  tonight, 
___  June  9,  (p.  11252 )0  Senate  conferees  have  been  appointed. 


6.  FOREIGN  AID.  The  Banking  and  Currency  Committee  reported 
H.  R.  11001,  to  provide  for  the  participation  of  the  U.y 
Development  Association^^.  Rept.  1766).  p.  11305 


without  amendment 
in  the  International 


7.  WATER  RESOURCES.  The  Publih^Works  Committee  reported  without  amendment  H*  R. 

12467,  granting  the  consent  and  approval  of  Congress  to  the  northeastern  wat 
and  related  land  resources  compact  (H.  Rept.  176 JO.  p.  11305 

8.  INTERNATIONAL  DAM.  The  Rules  Committee  granted/ a  rule  for  the  consideration  of 

H.  R.  12263,  to  authorize  the  conclusion  of  an  agreement  for  the  joint  con¬ 
struction  by  the  U.  S.  and  Mexico  of  a  majo/  international  storage  dam  on  the 
Rio  Grande.’  pp.  11297,  11305 

9.  BANKING  AND  CURRENCY.  The  Banking  and  Currency  Committee  voted  to  report  (but 

did  not  actually  report)  H.  R,  12346,  /to^xt end  for  two  years  the  authority  of 
the  Federal  Reserve  banks  to  purchaser  U.  S\  obligations  directly  from  the 
Treasury,  p.  D522 

10.  PERSONNEL.  A  subcommittee  of  the /Government  Operations  Committee  voted  to  re¬ 

port  to  the  full  committee  H.  R/  12273,  to  provide  for  the  payment  of  travel 
and  transportation  costs  for  persons  selected  forN^ppointment  to  certain  Fed¬ 
eral  positions,  p.  D522 

A  subcommittee  of  the  Po^t  Office  and  Civil  Service  Committee  voted  to  re¬ 
port  to  the  full  committee/ S.  2857,  to  amend  the  CiviL.  Service  Retirement  Act 
so  as  to  provide  for  refrmds  of  contributions  in  the  case  of  annuitants  whose 
length  of  service  exceeos  the  amount  necessary  to  provid\  the  maximum  annuity 
allowable  under  such  £ct.  p.  D523 

11.  PURCHASING;  CONTRACTS.  The  Subcommittee  on  Executive  and  Legislative  Reorganiza¬ 

tion  of  the  Goverpfaent  Operations  Committee  voted  to  report  to\the  full  com¬ 
mittee  H.  R.  12496,  to  amend  the  "Anti-Kickback"  statute  to  extepd  its  provi¬ 
sions  to  all  negotiated  contracts,  p.  D522 

12.  FARM  PROGRAM^/  The  "Daily  Digest"  states  that  the  Rules  Committee  "h£id  a  hear¬ 
ing  but  topk  no  action  to  grant  a  rule"  on  H.  R«  12261,  the  Poage  fan*  bill, 
p.  D523 


13.  HEALTH  BENEFITS.  Rep.  Teller  criticized  the  Civil  Service  Commission's  adMnis- 
tratipn  of  the  Federal  Employees  Health  Benefits  Act,  stating  that  the  Commis¬ 
sion  "has  ignored  Secretary  Flemming's  facts  of  medical  costs  in  creating  thi 
monstrosity  of  plans  --  each  of  them  ...  more  expensive  than  parallel  coverages 
now  carried  under  private  and  group  coverage  ...  Federal  Workers,"  and  suggested 


House  of  Representatives 


Th&House  met  at  12  o’clock  noon. 

Dr.  Clarence  Cranford,  pastor.  Calvary 
Baptist  Church,  Washington,  D.C.,  of¬ 
fered  the  following  prayer : 

Our  Fathek  in  heaven,  we  can  never 
thank  Thee  eramgh  for  the  privilege  of 
living  in  this  la^d  of  liberty  where  we 
know  that  the  concept  of  liberty  is  as 
real  around  us  as  the  air  we  breathe. 
Help  us  always  to  be  worthy  of  it,  always 
dedicated  to  the  principles  that  make  it 
work.  We  realize,  our  Father,  that  what 
people  do  is  determined  by  what  they 
think,  and  so  we  pray  that  oRr  thoughts 
may  be  guided  so  that  we  may  do  that 
which  makes  for  peace.  May  w&  not  be 
discouraged  by  past  failures.  M^y  we 
never  be  lulled  into  complacency,  by 
^ast  accomplishments,  but  recognizing 
*  le  urgency  of  this  hour,  may  we  dedr 
Cate  ourselves  anew  to  the  principles  on'' 
which  our  Nation  was  founded  that  we, 
too,  may  make  a  contribution  toward 
making  our  Nation  strong  and  great  and 
wonderful.  We  pray  in  Thy  name. 
Amen. 


THE  JOURNAL 


The  Journal  of  the  proceedings  of 
yesterday  was  read  and  approved. 


MESSAGE  FROM  THE  SENATE 

A  message  from  the  Senate  by  Mr. 
McGown,  one  of  its  clerks,  announced 
that  the  Senate  had  passed  with  amend¬ 
ments,  in  which  the  concurrence  of  the 
House  is  requested,  a  bill  of  the  House 
of  the  following  title: 

H.R.  10644.  An  act  to  amend  title  V  of 
the  Merchant  Marine  Act,  1936,  in  order  to 
change  the  limitation  of  the  construction 
ifferential  subsidy  under  such  title. 

The  message  also  announced  that  the 
Senate  had  passed  a  bill  and  a  joint  reso¬ 
lution  of  the  following  titles,  in  which, 
the  concurrence  of  the  House  is  re 
quested : 

S.  3102.  An  act  to  strengthen  the  domestic 
and  foreign  commerce  of  the  United/States 
by  providing  for  the  establishment  of  an 
Office  of  International  Travel  within  the 
Department  of  Commerce  and  /Travel  Ad¬ 
visory  Board;  and 

S.J.  Res.  168.  Joint  resolut>6n  designating 
the  week  of  October  2-8,  1960,  as  National 
American  Guild  of  Variety  Artists  Week. 

The  message  also  announced  that  the 
Senate  agrees  to  the  report  of  the  com¬ 
mittee  of  conference  on  the  disagreeing 
votes  of  the  twp  Houses  on  the  amend¬ 
ment  of  the  /Senate  to  the  bill  (H.R. 
5421)  entitled  “An  act  to  provide  a  pro¬ 
gram  of  assistance  to  correct  inequities 
in  the  construction  of  fishing  vessels  and 
to  enable  the  fishing  industry  of  the 
United  States  to  regain  a  favorable  eco¬ 
nomic  status,  and  for  other  purposes.” 


Wednesday,  June  8,  1960 

APPROPRIATIONS  FOR  DEPART¬ 
MENT  OF  AGRICULTURE  AND 

FARM  CREDIT  ADMINISTRATION, 

1961 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  to  take  from  the 
Speaker’s  table  the  bill  (H.R.  12117) 
making  appropriations  for  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Agriculture  and  Farm  Credit 
Administration  for  the  fiscal  year  ending 
June  30,  1961,  and  for  other  purposes, 
with  Senate  amendments  thereto,  dis¬ 
agree  to  the  Senate  amendments  and 
agree  to  the  conference  asked  by  the 
Senate. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from  Mis¬ 
sissippi?  [After  a  pause.]  The  Chair 
hears  none  and  appoints  the  following 
conferees:  Messrs.  Whitten,  Marshall, 
Cannon,  Andersen  of  Minnesota,  and 
Taber. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  conferees 
may  have  until  midnight  tomorrow 
night  to  file  a  report  on  the  bill  H.R. 
12117. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from  Mis¬ 
sissippi? 

There  was  no  objection. 

' - =«==*= - - 

PROVIDING  PROGRAM  OF  ASSIST¬ 
ANCE  FOR  C0NSTRUCTION  OF 

FISHING  VESSELS 

Mr.  BONNER:  Mr.  Speyer,  I  call  up 
the  conference  report  on  th\  bill  (H.R. 
5421)  to  ppovide  a  program  Nsf  assist¬ 
ance  to  correct  inequities  in  the  con- 
structiorr  af  fishing  vessels  and  to  "tenable 
the  fishing  industry  of  the  United  States 
to  regain  a  favorable  economic  start 
and'  for  other  purposes,  and  ask  unanD* 
)us  consent  that  the  statement  of  the' 
lanagers  on  the  part  of  the  House  be 
read  in  lieu  of  the  report. 

The  Clerk  read  the  title  of  the  bill. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from  North 
Carolina? 

There  was  no  objection. 

The  Clerk  read  the  statement. 

(For  conference  report  and  statement, 
see  proceedings  of  the  House  of  May  4, 
1960.) 

Mr.  MACDONALD.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
urge  adoption  of  the  conference  report 
on  H.R.  5421.  It  was  my  pleasure  on 
March  9,  1959,  to  introduce  H.R.  5421, 
a  bill  designed  to  provide  a  program  of 
assistance  for  the  construction  of  fishing 
vessels  and  to  enable  the  fishing  industry 
of  the  United  States  to  regain  a  favor¬ 
able  economic  status.  This  bill  passed 
the  House  on  August  26,  1959,  by  a  re¬ 
corded  vote  of  272  to  108.  On  September 
11,  1959,  the  measure  passed  the  Senate 


^amended  by  a  vote  of  55  to  30.  Conferees 
■were  appointed  and  yesterday  the  Senate 
adopted  the  conference  report./ 

Mr.  Speaker,  H.R.  5421,  as/it  passed 
the  House,  called  for  a  Government  ves¬ 
sel  construction  subsidy  not  to  exceed 
33  V3  percent  of  total  costs/'  It  authorized 
$1  million  annually  for  a  period  of  3 
years.  It  also  limited,.4rants  to  a  vessel 
to  be  operated  in  a, fishery  suffering  in¬ 
jury  from  which /escape  clause  relief 
was  recommended  by  Tariff  Commission 
but  denied  by  Executive  decision.  The 
Senate  bill  /so  created  a  Government 
vessel  construction  subsidy  not  to  ex¬ 
ceed  33  ^/percent  of  total  costs.  It  au- 
thorized45  million  annually  for  a  period 
of  3  years.  The  Senate  bill  struck  out 
the  clause  in  the  House  bill  “vessel  must 
be /fperated  in  a  fishery  for  which  tariff 
rfief  was  recommended,  but  denied  by 
resident.”  In  other  words,  any  citizen 
in  any  segment  of  the  industry  may 
apply.  Vessels  must  be  manned  by 
Americans  or  naturalized  citizens.  It 
also  provides  that  proposed  plans  and 
specifications  must  be  submitted  to  the 
Defense  Department  and  Navy  for  in¬ 
corporation  of  defense  features.  The 
Senate  bill  further  provided  that  the 
vessel’s  catch  must  be  delivered  to  an 
American  port;  that  the  vessel  must  be 
documented  under  laws  of  the  United 
States;  and  the  defense  features  incor¬ 
porated  in  vessel  construction  is  not 
included  in  subsidy  grants. 

The  compromise  agreed  upon  by  the 
conferees  contains  the  following  prin¬ 
cipal  features: 

First.  A  fishing .  vessel  subsidy  of  up 
to  one-third  the  cost  of  construction,  if 
built  in  a  U.S.  shipyard  under  approval 
of  the  Department  of  Defense. 

Second.  The  Federal  subsidy  shall  be 
$2.5  million  per  year  for  3  years. 

Third.  Eligible  are  those  building 
ssels  operated  in  a  fishery  for  which 
esteape  clause  relief  had  been  recom¬ 
mended  by  the  Tariff  Commission  but 
denied  under  the  Trade  Agreements  As¬ 
sistance  Act  and  to  certain  fisheries 
found  bi\the  Secretary  of  the  Interior 
to  be  injured  by  increased  imports  of 
fish  or  shellfish  products. 

Mr.  Speakaa  this  means  that  the 
House  conferees  accepted  the  Senate 
bill’s  condition  artxiut  the  boats  being 
built  under  approval  of  plans  and  spe¬ 
cifications  of  the  Department  of  Defense 
so  that  the  vessels  colfid  be  converted 
without  delay  to  U.S.  itavy  use  in  the 
event  of  war.  The  Senate  conferees 
agreed  to  the  House  languagte.  as  to  those 
who  could  apply  for  the  subsidies.  The 
annual  appropriation  asked  in  the  Sen¬ 
ate  bill  was  $5  million  per  yeaXfor  3 
years  and  in  the  House  bill  $1  million 
per  year  for  3  years.  The  conferees 
compromised  on  $2.5  million  per  ye 
for  3  years. 
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NOMINATIONS 


Executive  nominations  received  by  the 
Senate  June  8,  1960: 

U.S.  Attorney 

George  Mk  Yeager,  of  Alaska,  to  be  U.S. 
attorney  for  the  district  of  Alaska  for  the 
term  of  4  yearsNtf.ee  a  new  position. 

U.S.  Public  Health  Service 
The  following  candidates  for  personnel  ac- 
tion  in  the  Begular^Corps  of  the  Public 
Health  Service  subjects  to  qualifications 
therefor  as  provided  by  laVand  regulations: 

I,  FOR  PERMANENT  PROMOTION 

To  be  medical  directors 
James  L.  Baker  Shih  Lu  Chang 

Wade  H.  Etheridge  Paul  Q.  Peter&on 
William  G.  Hollister  George  Brecher 
J.  Frederick  Bell  John  C.  Hume 

Paul  A.  Pamplona  Thomas  D.  Dublin' 
James  O.  Davis  Huston  K.  Spangler 

George  Adams  James  D.  Wharton 

Leon  A.  Witkin  Bruce  Underwood 

Benjamin  J.  Chester  U.  Pentti  Kokko 
Eliah  M.  Nadel  Arthur  C.  Curtis 

Clinton  C.  Powell  Bohdan  G.  Giel 
R.  Carl  Millican  Herbert  A.  Hudgins 
Emil  E.  Palmquist  John  D.  Porterfield 
Henry  C.  Huntley  Richard  H.  Linn 
Harry  A.  Sauberli  Clarke  W.  Mangun,  Jr. 

To  be  senior  surgeons 
William  A.  Walter,  Jr.  Katherine  M.  Herrold 
Carl  G.  Baker  Leroy  E.  Duncan,  Jr. 

Gerald  D.  Barton  Stephen  Hajdu 

Arnold  W.  Pratt  Jack  Orloff 

Robert  W.  Hartley  Howard  C.  Goodman 
Roger  M.  Cole  Erwin  S.  Rabeau 

To  be  surgeons 

Bertha  L.  Moore  Roy  P.  Sandidge,  Jr. 

Donald  L.  Toker  Leo  Nakayama 

William  B.  Barr  Philip  E.  Morgan 

William  M.  Smith  Donald  P.  Tschudy 

John  T.  West  John  L.  Fahey 

William  E.  Newby  Donald  E.  Kayhoe 

David  J.  Crosby  Leonard  Laster 

Gordon  Allen  Martha  Vaughan 

Edward  J.  Leonard  William  S.  Richards, 
Tamarath  K.  Yolles  Jr. 

Donald  L.  Fry  Robert  T.  Scifoles 

Richard  H.  Thurm  James  H.  Snindel 

Harald  S.  Frederiksen  Jacob  Robbins 
Warren  P.  Jurgensen  Tom  TVx.  Chin 

David  P.  Rail  Micbdel  Potter 

Murray  Goldstein 

’  To  be  senior  as/istant  surgeon 
Arthur  Maron 

To  be  Jtental  directors 
Howard  K.  Wyajt  David  B.  Scott 

Carl  E.  Johnson  Maurice  Costello 

P b  be  dental  surgeons 
Joseph  J-bramo  witz 
Donald  M.  Phillips 

To/'oe  senior  assistant  dental  surgeons 
Waiter  J.  Rubinstein  Malcolm  D.  Lindeman 


Leland  S.  Scott 
John  H.  Holt 
Richard  J.  Schilling 
Ike  Slodov 
Robert  K.  Parkinson 
Robert  E.  Drury 
Rex  A.  War  nick 
Irwin  I.  Ship 
Richard  T.  White 
Vernon  E.  Burge 

To  be  sanitary 
Eugene  L.  Lehr 
Thomas  H.  Seltzer 
Frederick  C.  Roberts, 
Jr. 

Arthur  H.  Neill 
Elroy  K.  Day 
Oliver  R.  Placak 
William  W.  Payne 
Howard  W.  Chapman 
William  E.  Holy 
Richard  J.  Hammer  - 
strom 


Gene  H.  Wilskie 
Tomm  H.  Pickles 
Robert  D.  Amott 
Paul  Favero 
Frederick  L.  Strammer 
William  H.  Dahlberg 
Edward  J.  Strow,  Jr. 
Gerie  Hillstead 
William  H.  Hancock 
Ronald  Dubner  J 

engineer  directors 
Henry  N.  Doyle 
Leonard  B.  Dworksy 
Sylvan  C.  Martin 
Howard  W.  Spence 
Floyd  B.  Taylor 
John  D.  Faulkner 
Lawrence  B.  Hall 
Ernest  P.  Dubuque 
John  R.  Thoman 
Frank  A.  Butrlco 
Bernard  B.  Berger 
Louis  F.  Warrick 


To  be  senior  sanitary  engineer 
ederick  K.  Erickson 
ArN  H.  Dahl 
Riclu^d  P.  Loner gan 

be  sanvtary  engineers 


Howard  E.  Ayer 
J^toes  P.  Sheehy 
rank  A.  Bell,  Jr. 

' Charles  C.  Johnson,  Jr. 
Joseph  M.  Dennis 
Wiliam  H.  Megonnell 


arold  E.  Rosenau 
Dwell  W.  Smith 


Richard  W.  Kristensen 
Robert  E.  Mecklenburg 


Albert  L.  Plal 
Frederick  Nevfi 
Leland  J.  McCabb^Jr. 

George  R.  Shultz 
Paul  W.  Eastman, 

Morton  I.  Goldms 
Donald  M.  Keas 

To  be  senior  assistant  sahttary  engineers 
Harry  C.  Vollrath  HI  ParkerG  Reist 

James  Of  Meredith  Gerald  GNVurek 

S.  Dajtfd  Shearer,  Jr.  Carl  M.  Walter 
Robert  V.  Thomann  Jules  B.  Coher 

^rald  M.  Hansler  Richard  Andersi 

lobert  G.  Bostrom 

To  be  assistant  sanitary  engineers 
Ronald  J.  Harroii 
Phillip  E.  Searcy 

To  be  pharmacist  directors 
J.  Solon  Merdell 
Reid  M.  Hovey 

To  be  senior  pharmacist 
William  E.  Dudley. 

To  be  pharmacists 

Paul  H.  Honda  Adelbert  E.  Briggs 

Boris  J.  OsherofT  Edward  J.  Vesey 
Lowell  R.  Pfau  Felix  A.  Conte 

To  be  senior  assistant  pharmacists 
Lawrence  D.  Smith  Robert  E.  McKay 
James  R.  Grigdesby  Paul  O.  Fehnel,  Jr. 
William  H.  Briner  Walter  J.  Ludwig 

To  be  scientist  directors 
H.  Page  Nicholson  Libero  Ajello 

Robert  E.  Serfling  Isadore  Zipkin 

Alan  W.  Donaldson  James  E.  Birren 


Morris  B.  Ettinger  Malcolm  S.  Ferguson 
Herbert  A.  Sober  Arthur  L.  Spnade 

To  be  senior  scientis, 

Sanford  M.  Birnbaum 
Melvin  H.  Goodwin,  Jr. 

To  be  scientists 

James  B.  Longley  piarry  T.  Miles,  Jr. 
Myron  J.  Willis  /  John  W.  McDowell 

To  be  senior  sanitarian 
William  C.  Miller,  Jr. 

To  be  veterinary  officer  director 
Frank  Ayr  odd 

Yo  be  senior  veterinary  officer 
Ernest  S.  Tierkel 

To  be  veterinary  officer 
leith  T.  Maddy 

To  be  senior  assistant  veterinary  officers 
Charles  W.  McPherson  Gerald  L.  VanHoosier, 
John  E.  Holman,  Jr  Jr. 

James  L.  McQueen 

To  be  nurse  directors 
Mabelle  J.  Markee  Alice  E.  Herzig 

Genevieve  R.  Soller 

To  be  senior  nurse  officer 
Elsie  E.  Richardson 

To  be  nurse  officers 

Lydia  K.  Oustaian  Janet  L.  Fitzwater 

Helen  Solomon  Helen  M.  Hanlon 

To  be  senior  assistant  nurse  officer 
Jean  A.  McCollum 

To  be  assistant  nurse  officer 
Margaret  J.  Howe 

To  be  dietitian  director 
Fonda  L.  Dickson 

To  be  assistant  therapists 
James  R.  Walcher 
James  D.  Ebner 

To  be  health  services  director 
Robert  Johnston 

To  be  senior  health  services  officer 
in  A.  O’Donnell 

To  be  health  services  officer 
Mary  P\Byrd 
To  be  senior,  assistant  health  services  officer 
Kenneth  F/Sfunt 

II.  fO§  appointment 
To  be  sdnjpr  surgeons 
John  J.  Brennan 
Frank  B.  Rogers 

To  be  surgefrgs 
Joseph  Cochin 
Enrico  A.  Leopardi 

To  be  senior  assistant  surgeon 
Vincent  A.  Di  Scala 
To  be  senior  assistant  dental  surgec 
Glen  D.  Elliott 
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HIGHLIGHTS:  Conferees  agreed  to  file  confe)*fence  report  on  agricultural  appropria¬ 
tion  bill.  House  committee  reported  mutual  security  appropriation  bill.  Sen. 
McCarthy  introduced  and  discussed  farm  labor  bill. 

'house 


1.  AGRICULTURAL  APPROPRIATION  BILL,  1961.  The  "Daily  Digest"  states  that  conferees 
agreed  to  file  a  conference  report  on  this  bill,  H.  R.  12117.  P*  0543 

2.  CIVIL  DEFENSE;  OCDM.  Both /houses  received  the  annual\eport  of  the  Office  of 

Civil  and  Defense  Mobilisation,  pp.  11486,  11601 


3.  CREDIT  UNIONS.,  Both 
the  Bureau  of  Feder 
erally  chartered 


iuses  received  a  report  on  a  study  m£ 
Credit  Unions  on  the  desirability  of 
ntral  credit  unions,  pp.  11486,  11601 


by  the  Director  of 
coviding  for  fed- 


4.  MUTUAL  SECURITY  APPROPRIATION  BILL,  1961.  The  Appropriations  Co 
without  amendrfient  this  bill,  H,  R.  12619  (H.  Rept.  1  )•  P« 

Rep.  Are pus  urged  the  Appropriations  Committee  to  Provide ^the 


by  the 
safety 

PP 


Pr« 


.1569- 


ittee  reported 

fu\ds  requested 
own 


ions, 


ident  for  mutual  security  stating  it  is  a  question  of  ou 
.  a  fundamental  part  of  our  own  defense."  p.  11569 
Gross  and  Hays  supported  cuts  in  the  mutual  security  appropriat 

#ep  Coffin  made  an  "informal  report"  on  the"operatlonS  and  structure  of^he 
Development  Loan  Fund"  stating  it  has  "strategic  importance  and  urging  Con- 
essional  support,  pp.  11591-4 


-  2  - 

5.  PERSONNEL.  Received  the  President's  veto  message  on  H.  R.  7577,  providing  fc 
the  defense  of  suits  against  Federal  employees  arising  out  of  their  operation 
of  motor  vehicles  in  the  scope  of  their  employment  (H.  Doc.  415).  p.  115^ 
A\subcommittee  of  the  Post  Office  and  Civil  Service  Committee  voted  tp  re¬ 
port  ^o  the  full  committee  H.  R.  7810,  to  credit  periods  of  internment  /during 
World  Wpr  II  to  certain  Federal  employees  of  Japanese  ancestry  for  retirement 
and  annuAJ.  and  sick  leave  purposes,  p.  D542 

Passed \s  reported  H.  R.  12520,  to  authorize  Group  Hospitalization,  Inc.,  to 
enter  into  contracts  with  certain  dental  hospitals  for  the  care  apea  treatment 
of  individual's,  (p.  11576)  Earlier  the  D.  C.  Committee  reporte/  this  bill 
with  amendment \(H.  Rept.  1792).  p.  11601 


SENATE 

6.  LEGISLATIVE  BRANCH  APPROPRIATION  BILL,  1961.  A  subcommittee  of  the  Appropria¬ 

tions  Committee  markea\up  and  approved  for  full  committee  consideration  this 
bill,  H.  R.  12232.  p.  D540 

7.  ADMINISTRATIVE  ORDERS;  F00d\ddiTIVES.  The  Judiciary/Committee  reported  without 

amendment  H.  R.  7847,  to  malcte  the  uniform  law  relating  to  the  record  on  review 
of  agency  orders  applicable  tck  the  judicial  reviey  of  orders  issued  under  the 
Federal  Aviation  Act  of  1958  anH  the  Food  Additi yes  Amendment  of  1958  (S.  Rept, 
1566).  p.  11487 

•  •  * 

8.  VEHICLE  INSURANCE;  EXTENSION  SERVICE^.  Both  Houses  received  from  this  Depart¬ 

ment  a  proposed  bill  to  facilitate  thA  administrative  operations  of  this  De¬ 
partment  by  authorizing  the  Department\:o  /purchase  insurance  coverage  on  its 
vehicles  in  foreign  countries,  and  to  expend  authority  to  use  Federal  supply 
schedules  and  GSA  stores  to  the  State  Extension  Services;  to  S.  Agriculture 
and  Forestry  and  H.  Agriculture  Committees. \  pp.  11486,  11601 

9.  SUGAR.  Received  from  this  Department  a  proposed  bill  to  amend  the  Sugar  Act  of 

1948  for  the  purpose  of  deleting  the  words  "theNrerritory  of'  in  the  light  of 
the  admission  of  the  State  of  Hayaii  into  the  Unr^n;  to  Finance  Committee, 
p.  11486 

10.  PERSONNEL;  TAXATION.  Conferees  were  appointed  on  H.  r\4283,  to  amend  the 

District  of  Columbia  Injpome/and  Franchise  Tax  A^t  of  19^7  so  as  to  provide  that 
certain  officers  of  the  executive  branch  of  the  Federal  Government  appointed 
by  the  President  and  confirmed  by  the  Senate  shall  be  exempt  from  the  act. 

House  conferees  have  already  been  appointed,  p.  11560 


a  message  from  the  President  returning,  As  requested  by 
the  enrolled  bill  S.  1892,  to  authorize  ttt^  Secretary  of 


11.  RECLAMATION.  Receive* 
the  House  and  Senati 

the  Interior  to  construct,  operate,  and  maintain  the  Norman,  Okla^,  reclamation 
project,  p.  114^ 


12.  FEDERAL  AID,  sAn.  Bridges  inserted  an  editorial  and  an  article  discussing 

Federal  aid  programs,  including  a  table  prepared  by  the  Tax  Foundation,\lnc. , 
listing  Federal  grants  for  agriculture  and  other  purposes,  pp.  11510-11 

13.  FOREIGN  AID.  Sen.  Engle  urged  that  the  U.  S.  provide  greater  economic  assistance 

to  the  /ountries  of  Asia.  pp.  11553-7 

14.  FARM  PROGRAM.  Several  Senators  paid  tribute  to  Senator  Martin,  who  is  retiring 

from  the  Senate  after  this  session  of  Congress,  including  his  service  to  agri¬ 
culture.  pp.  11513-21 
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HIGHLIGHTS:  House  received  conference  /epo 
Senate  committees  reported:  Housing 
extend  Defense  Production  Act.  Housef  Rules  Co! 
additives  in  food.  Sen.  Aiken  praised  Foreign 
'.ntroduced  and  discussed  sugar  t 


on  agricultural  appropriation  bill, 
or -HEW  appropriation  bill;  bill  to 
ittee  cleared  bill  for  use  of  color 
ricultural  Service.  Rep.  Hoeven 


HOUSE 


1.  AGRICULTURAL  APPROPRIATION  BILL,  1961.  Received  the  conference  report  on  this 

bill,  H.  R.  12117  (H.  Rept.  1863)  (pp.  11690-700,  H2Q1)  .  Attached  to  this 
digest  is  a  copy  of  the  conference  report  and  a  summary  of  the  action  o.l  the 
conferees. 

2.  PERSONNEL]  The  /Judiciary  Committee  reported  without  amendm!^  H.  Pv.  12620,  Lo. 

provide  for  tlfe  defense  of  suits  against  Federal  employees  arising  out  of  their 
operation  of/motor  vehicles  in  the  scope  of  their  employment  $H.  Kept.  106^; 

(p.  11701)/  The  "Daily  Digest"  states  that  this  bill  is  a  clean  oill  reported 
by  the  ccZnittee  to  overcome  the  objections  contained  in  the  Present  s  veto 
of  H.  y  7577.  p.  D550 

3.  COLOR/ADDITIVES;  HAZARDOUS  SUBSTANCES.  The  Interstate  and  Foreign  Conner  ce  Com- 
raittee  reported  with  amendment  S.  1283,  to  regulate  the  interstate  di^ributlon 

sale  of  packages  of  hazardous  substances  intended  or  suitaole  xor  household 

ise  (H.  Rept.  1361).  p.  11701 


The  Rules  Committee  reported  a  resolution  for  consideration  of  H.  R.  762^ 
to  protect  the  public  health  by  amending  the  Federal  Food,  Drug,  and  Cosmetic 
Act  Ns o  as  to  authorize  the  use  of  suitable  color  additives  in  or  on  foods,;'  drugs 
and  cosmetics  in  accordance  with  regulations  prescribing  the  conditions  (includ¬ 
ing  maximum  tolerances)  under  which  such  additives  may  be  safely  used*/  p.  11701 


4.  RECREATION^  The  Public  Works  Committee  reported  with  amendment  H.  R/  900,  to 
provide  that  75%  of  all  moneys  derived  by  the  U.  S.  from  certain  recreation 
activities  in  connection  with  lands  acquired  for  flood  control  ap'd  other  pur¬ 
poses  shall  bd',  paid  to  the  State  (H.  Rept.  1821)*  p.  11700 

The  Public  Wqrks  Committee  reported  without  amendment  H.  R./ 12539,  to  au¬ 
thorize  the  Secretary  of  the  Army,  with  the  consent  of  Congress,  to  acquire 
lands  and  to  establish  facilities  necessary  for  recreational  purposes  in  con¬ 
nection  with  reservoir  projects  constructed  with  Federal  funds  (H.  Rept.  1862). 
p.  11701 


5.  EDUCATION.  The  Agricult»lre  Committee  reported  without ^/amendment  H,  R.  10876, 
to  increase  the  appropria\ion  authorization  for  resilient  teaching  grants  to 
land- grant  institutions  (H/sRept.  1854).  p.  11700, 


6.  PUBLIC  DEBT.  The  Banking  and  Currency  Committee  /Reported  without  amendment 

H.  R.  12346,  to  extend  for  two  years  the  authority  of  the  Federal  Reserve  banks 
to  purchase  U.  45.  obligations  directly  from  ^he  Treasury  (H.  Rept.  1825). 

,p...  11700 


7.  WILDLIFE.  The  Judiciary  Committee  reported  with  amendment  H.  R.  10598,  to 

clarify  certain  provisions  of  the  Criminal  Code  relating  to  the  importation  or 
shipment  of  injurious  mammals,  birds,  .amphibians,  fish,  and  reptiles,  and  re¬ 
lating  to  the  transportation  or  receipt  of. wild  mammals  or  birds  taken  in  vio¬ 
lation  of  State,  National  or  foreign  laws  CiJ.  Rept.  1823).  pp.  11700-1 


8.  LANDS.  Received  from  the  Defense /Department  proposed  legislation  to  provide 
for  the  withdrawal  from  the  puhiic  domain  of  labels  in  the  Ladd-Eielson,  Big 
Delta,  and  Granite  Creek  areap''  of  Alaska;  to  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs 
Committee,  p.  11700 


9.  WATER  DEVELOPMENT.  The  Pujalic  Works  Committee  reported  without  amendment  H.  R. 
12564,  to  authorize  multiple-purpose  development  at  Victory  Reservoir  site,  Vt. 
(H.  Rept.  1830).  p.  1000 


10.  PERSONNEL.  A  subcommittee  of  the  Post  Office  and  Civil  Service  Committee  voted 
to  report  to  the  fyll  committee  H.  R.  12336,  to  amend  the  Classification  Act  of 
1949  with  respect/to  the  preservation  of  basic  compensation  id\ downgrading 
actions,  p.  D5! 


11.  MUTUAL  SECURITY.  Rep.  Yates  criticized  the  Appropriations  CommitteVs  action 
against  the /use  of  funds  to  carry  out  the  provisions  of  the  Mutual  Security 
Act  relating  to  the  U.  S.  contribution  toward  settlement  of  the  IndusXRiver 
Basin  controversy  between  India  and  Pakistan,  p.  11688 

Rep. /Conte  agreed  with  Rep.  Yates'  criticism  and  stated  that  he  would\offer 
an  amendment  to  "delete  this  limitation."  pp.  11694-6 


12. 


FOREIGN  TRADE.  Rep.  Bray  urged  support  for  a  resolution  which  would  express  the 
sehse  of  Congress  that  no  further  tariff  reductions  be  granted  by  the  U.  S.  in 
forthcoming  tariff  negotiations,  p.  11689 


UNITED  STATES  DEPARTMENT  OF  AGRICULTURE 
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(Footnotes  appear  on  next  page) 


a/  In  addition,  i960  and  1961  Acts  authorize  reappropriation  of  $1,000,000  of  prior  year  funds  to  provide 
for  additional  labor  to  be  employed  to  strengthen  the  work  at  research  laboratories  in  the  field, 
b/  Represents  allocations  by  the  Budget  Bureau  of  foreign  currencies  accruing  from  sales  of  agricultural 
commodities  under  Title  I  of  the  Agricultural  Trade  Development  and  Assistance  Act  of  1954,  as  amended 
(Public  Law  480). 
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86th  Congress  )  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENT  ATI  V ES  j  Report 
2d  Session  j  j  No.  1863 


DEPARTMENT  OF  AGRICULTURE  AND  FARM  CREDIT 
ADMINISTRATION  APPROPRIATION  BTLL,  1961 


June  14,  1960. — Ordered  to  be  printed 


Mr.  Whitten,  from  the  committee  of  conference,  submitted  the 

following 

CONFERENCE  REPORT 

[To  accompany  H.R.  12117] 


The  committee  of  conference  on  the  disagreeing  votes  of  the  two 
Houses  on  the  amendments  of  the  Senate  to  the  bill  (H.R.  12117) 
making  appropriations  for  the  Department  of  Agriculture  and  Farm 
Credit  Administration  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1961,  and 
for  other  purposes,  having  met,  after  full  and  free  conference,  ha\  e 
agreed  to  recommend  and  do  recommend  to  their  respective  Houses 

as  follows:  ,  _  ,  01 

That  the  Senate  recede  from  its  amendments  numbered  5  and  21 

That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendments  of 
the  Senate  numbered  2,  3,  11,  12,  15,  17,  18,  19,  20,  24,  31,  and  32,  and 
agree  to  the  same. 

o 

Amendment  numbered  1 : 

That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendment  of 
the  Senate  numbered  1 ,  and  agree  to  the  same  with  an  amendment  as 
follows  * 

In  lieu  of  the  sum  proposed  by  said  amendment  insert  $68,827,200 , 
and  the  Senate  agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  7 : 

That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendment  of 
the  Senate  numbered  7,  and  agree  to  the  same  with  an  amendment 

In  lieu  of  the  sum  proposed  by  said  amendment  insert  $32,053,000 , 
and  the  Senate  agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  8: 

That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendment  of 
the  Senate  numbered  8,  and  agree  to  the  same  with  an  amendment 

aS  IrMieu  of  the  sum  proposed  by  said  amendment  insert  $32,553,000; 
and  the  Senate  agree  to  the  same. 
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Amendment  numbered  9: 

That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendment  of 
the  Senate  numbered  9,  and  agree  to  the  same  with  an  amendment 
as  follows: 

In  lieu  of  the  sum  proposed  by  said  amendment  insert  $ 55,220,000 ; 
and  the  Senate  agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  10: 

That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendment  of 
the  Senate  numbered  10,  and  agree  to  the  same  with  an  amendment 
as  follows: 

In  lieu  of  the  sum  proposed  by  said  amendment  insert  $ 56,715,000 ; 
and  the  Senate  agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  13: 

That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendment  of 
the  Senate  numbered  13,  and  agree  to  the  same  with  an  amendment  as 
follows: 

In  lieu  of  the  sum  proposed  by  said  amendment  insert  $2,265 ,000; 
and  the  Senate  agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  14: 

That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendment  of 
the  Senate  numbered  14,  and  agree  to  the  same  with  an  amendment  as 
follows: 

In  lieu  of  the  sum  proposed  by  said  amendment  insert  $35 ,000 ,000 ; 
and  the  Senate  agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  16: 

That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendment  of 
the  Senate  numbered  16,  and  agree  to  the  same  with  an  amendment 
as  follows: 

In  lieu  of  the  sum  proposed  by  said  amendment  insert  $ 16,515,000 ; 
and  the  Senate  agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  22: 

That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendment  of 
the  Senate  numbered  22,  and  agree  to  the  same  with  an  amendment 
as  follows: 

In  lieu  of  the  sum  proposed  by  said  amendment  insert  $940,000 ; 
and  the  Senate  agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  23: 

That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendment  of 
the  Senate  numbered  23,  and  agree  to  the  same  with  an  amendment 
as  follows: 

In  lieu  of  the  sum  proposed  by  said  amendment  insert  $330 ,000 ,000 ; 
and  the  Senate  agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  25: 

That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendment  of 
the  Senate  numbered  25,  and  agree  to  the  same  with  an  amendment 
as  follows: 

In  lieu  of  the  sum  proposed  by  said  amendment  insert  $31 ,050,000; 
and  the  Senate  agree  to  the  same. 
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Amendment  numbered  26: 

That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendment  of 
the  Senate  numbered  26,  and  agree  to  the  same  with  an  amendment 
as  follows: 

In  lieu  of  the  sum  proposed  by  said  amendment  insert  $1 ,050 ,000 ; 
and  the  Senate  agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  27 : 

That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendment  of 
the  Senate  numbered  27,  and  agree  to  the  same  with  an  amendment 
as  follows: 

In  lieu  of  the  sum  proposed  by  said  amendment  insert  $1 ,4-88,000; 
and  the  Senate  agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  28: 

That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendment  of 
the  Senate  numbered  28,  and  agree  to  the  same  with  an  amendment  as 
follows : 

In  lieu  of  the  matter  proposed  by  said  amendment  insert  one  hundred 
seventy-jour  thousand  and,  seven  hundred  and  thirty-six-,  and  the  Senate 
agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  29: 

That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendment  of 
the  Senate  numbered  29,  and  agree  to  the  same  with  an  amendment 
as  follows: 

In  lieu  of  the  matter  proposed  by  said  amendment  insert  eighty-seven 
thousand  and,  three  hundred  and  sixty-eight-,  and  the  Senate  agree  to 
the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  30 : 

That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendment  of 
the  Senate  numbered  30,  and  agree  to  the  same  with  an  amendment 
as  follows: 

In  lieu  of  the  sum  proposed  by  said  amendment  insert  $67, 300 ; 
and  the  Senate  agree  to  the  same. 

The  committee  of  conference  report  in  disagreement  amendments 
numbered  4  and  6. 

Jamie  L.  Whitten, 

Fred  Marshall, 

Clarence  Cannon, 

H.  Carl  Andersen, 

John  Taber, 

Managers  on  the  Part  of  the  House. 
Richard  B.  Russell, 

Carl  Hayden, 

Lister  Hill, 

A.  Willis  Robertson, 

Allen  J.  Ellender, 

Milton  R.  Young, 

Karl  E.  Mundt, 

Henry  C.  Dworshak, 
Managers  on  the  Part  of  the  Senate. 


STATEMENT  OF  THE  MANAGERS  ON  THE  PART  OF 

THE  HOUSE 


The  managers  on  the  part  of  the  House  at  the  conference  on  the 
disagreeing  votes  of  the  two  Houses  on  the  amendments  of  the  Senate 
to  the  bill  (H.R.  12117)  making  appropriations  for  the  Department  of 
Agriculture  and  Farm  Credit  Administration  for  the  fiscal  year  ending 
June  30,  1961,  and  for  other  purposes,  submit  the  following  statement 
in  explanation  of  the  effect  of  the  action  agreed  upon  and  recommended 
in  the  accompanying  conference  report  as  to  each  of  such  amendments, 
namely: 

DEPARTMENT  OF  AGRICULTURE 
Agricultural  Research  Service 

Amendment  Nos.  1  and  2 — Research:  Appropriate  $68,827,200 
instead  of  $67,934,000  as  proposed  by  the  House  and  $70,247,600  as 
proposed  by  the  Senate.  The  amount  agreed  to  includes  the  following 
increases  above  the  funds  approved  by  the  House : 

(1)  $500,000  for  research  on  spray  residues,  making  a  total  of 
$750,000  additional  for  this  purpose; 

(2)  $250,000  for  utilization  research,  making  a  total  increase  of 
$950,000  for  this  purpose; 

(3)  A  total  of  $272,500  for  advance  staffing  of  the  cotton 
insect  research  laboratory  and  for  additional  research  at  three 
branch  stations; 

(4)  $60,000  for  initial  staffing  of  two  corn  insect  laboratories 
authorized  last  year; 

(5)  $350,000  for  increased  vegetable  crops  research; 

(6)  $75,000  for  the  Newell,  S.  Dak.,  research  station; 

(7)  $20,000  for  research  on  weeds  of  sugarcane  at  Houma,  La.; 

(8)  $25,000  for  pecan  insect  research  at  Albany,  Ga.; 

(9)  $25,000  for  research  studies  on  salt  cedars  and  other 
phreatophytes, 

(10)  $60,000  to  increase  poultry  disease  research  at  Athens, 
Ga.; 

(11)  $455,700  for  staffing  soil  and  water  laboratories,  which 
provides  a  total  of  $40,000  for  the  Humboldt  River  watershed  in 
Nevada  and  $200,000  to  expand  research  on  hydrology  problems 
in  Oklahoma. 

Amendment  No.  3 —Plant  and  animal  disease  and  pest  control:  Ap¬ 
propriates  $52,236,000  as  proposed  by  the  Senate  instead  of  $52,011,- 
000  as  proposed  by  the  House. 

Amendment  No.  4 — Plant  and  animal  disease  and  pest  control:  Re¬ 
ported  in  disagreement. 

Amendment  No.  5 — Special  fund:  Restores  House  language  stricken 
by  the  Senate. 
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Amendment  No.  6 — Construction  oj facilities:  Reported  in  disagree¬ 
ment.  The  managers  on  the  part  of  the  House  intend  to  offer  a  motion 
to  recede  and  agree  to  the  sum  of  $2,550,000  instead  of  $3,700,000  as 
proposed  by  the  Senate.  The  amount  agreed  to  provides  funds  for 
various  research  facilities  as  follows: 

(1)  $300,000  for  initiating  construction  of  the  main  laboratory 
and  headquarters  at  the  National  Arboretum  at  a  total  cost  of 
not  to  exceed  $1,500,000; 

(2)  $250,000  for  tobacco  research  facilities  as  provided  in  the 
House  bill; 

(3)  $300,000  for  planning  and  initiating  construction  of  a  facil¬ 
ity  at  Athens,  Ga.,  at  not  to  exceed  a  total  cost  of  $950,000  to 
conduct  research  on  diseases  and  related  problems  affecting 
poultry; 

(4)  $200,000  for  planning  and  initiating  construction  of  a 
laboratory  at  not  to  exceed  a  total  cost  of  $400,000  at  Mississippi 
State  University  to  conduct  research  in  management  and  struc¬ 
tures  in  relation  to  the  prevention  and  control  of  disease  and 
related  methods  of  improving  poultry  quality  in  the  Southeast; 

(5)  $300,000  for  planning  and  initiating  construction  of  a 
laboratory  at  not  to  exceed  a  total  cost  of  $2,000,000  at  or  near 
the  North  Dakota  Agricultural  Experiment  Station  at  Fargo, 
N.  Dak.,  for  research  on  metabolism  of  agricultural  chemicals  in 
insects,  plants  and  livestock,  and  to  develop  sterility  techniques 
for  control  of  insects; 

(6)  $250,000  for  research  facilities  on  improved  practices  for 
conservation  farming  and  ranching  at  Bushland,  Tex.,  as  provided 
in  the  House  bill; 

(7)  $200,000  for  planning  and  initiating  construction  of  a 
laboratory  at  not  to  exceed  a  total  cost  of  $400,000  to  conduct 
basic  research  on  tillage,  traction,  and  transport  equipment  and 
its  effect  on  soil  conservation  at  Auburn,  Ala.; 

(8)  $250,000  for  planning  and  initiating  construction  of  a 
laboratory  at  not  to  exceed  a  total  cost  of  $850,000  to  develop 
technology  for  sound  conservation  practices  in  the  Snake  River 
Valley; 

(9)  $350,000  for  planning  and  initiating  construction  of  a 
laboratory  at  not  to  exceed  a  total  cost  of  $500,000  to  conduct 
research  on  plants,  soil,  and  nutrition  at  Ithaca,  N.Y. ; 

(10)  $150,000  for  construction  of  a  laboratory  to  study  soil 
and  water  management  practices  of  the  Northwest  at  Pullman, 
Wash. 

Amendment  Nos.  7  and  8 — State  experiment  stations:  Appropriate 
$32,553,000  instead  of  $31,553,000  as  proposed  by  the  House  and 
$32,553,708  as  proposed  by  the  Senate. 

Extension  Service 

Amendments  Nos.  9,  10,  and  11 — Payments  to  States  and  Puerto 
Rico:  Appropriate  $56,715,000  instead  of  $55,715,000  as  proposed  by 
the  House  and  $57,715,000  as  proposed  by  the  Senate.  The  conferees 
have  eliminated  from  the  bill  the  requirement  that  the  use  of  the 
additional  funds  be  limited  to  the  county  level.  The  conferees  are 
in  accord,  however,  that  such  increase  should  be  used  in  accordance 
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with  such  provision.  A  number  of  States  have  used  the  substantial 
increases  made  in  this  item  in  recent  years  for  additional  personnel 
at  the  State  and  county  levels.  Many  of  these  States  have  failed  to 
maintain  the  salaries  of  county  agents  at  a  level  comparable  with 
agents  in  other  States.  In  such  States  the  funds  in  this  bill  should 
be  used  for  the  present  number  of  employees  at  the  county  level  to 
place  salaries  at  a  level  comparable  with  other  States.  Testimony 
before  the  House  committee  indicates  that  salary  increases  are  needed 
in  22  States  to  maintain  comparable  levels. 

Amendment  No.  12 — Retirement  costs  for  extension  agents:  Ap¬ 
propriates  $5,961,000  as  proposed  by  the  Senate  instead  of  $5,875,000 
as  proposed  by  the  House. 

Amendment  No.  13 — Federal  Extension  Service:  Appropriates 
$2,265,000  instead  of  $2,255,000  as  proposed  by  the  House  and 
$2,275,000  as  proposed  by  the  Senate.  The  extra  $10,000  is  provided 
for  the  employment  of  an  additional  auditor. 


Soil  Conservation  Service 


Amendment  No.  14 — Watershed  'protection:  Appropriates  $35,000,- 
000  instead  of  $32,000,000  as  proposed  by  the  House  and  $37,000,000 
as  proposed  by  the  Senate.  The  conferees  are  in  agreement  that 
$4,900,000  shall  be  used  for  investigations  and  planning. 

Amendment  No.  15  —  Flood  prevention:  Inserts  statutory  reference. 


Agricultural  Marketing  Service 


Amendment  No.  16 — Marketing  research  and  agricultural  estimates: 
Appropriates  $16,515,000  instead  of  $16,315,000  as  proposed  by  the. 
House  and  $16,605,000  as  proposed  by  the  Senate.  The  amount 
agreed  to  includes  funds  to  initiate  lamb-on-feed  reports,  research  on 
vegetables  in  the  Southeast,  and  a  pilot  operation  on  estimates  for 
tomatoes  and  celery.  The  conferees  agree  that  the  full  $750,000 
allowed  by  the  House  should  be  used  to  initiate  the  long-range  program 
designed  to  modernize  and  improve  the  entire  system  of  agricultural 
estimates. 

Amendment  No.  17:  Changes  punctuation. 

Amendment  No.  18  -  Marketing  services:  Appropriates  $26,579,900 
as  proposed  by  the  Senate.  The  conferees  have  allowed  the  full 
budget  estimate  for  poultry  inspection.  The  funds  so  approved  are 
for  poultry  inspection  as  proposed  by  the  budget. 

The  conferees  have  agreed  to  an  increase  for  administration  of  the 
Packers  and  Stockyards  Act  in  view  of  the  Department’s  increased 
regulatory  responsibilities  over  livestock  transactions  at  country 
points.  However,  concern  has  been  expressed  by  livestock  pro¬ 
ducers,  country  buyers,  and  local  sales  operators  regarding  the  possible 
imposition  of  administrative  regulations  on  selling  and  buying  prac¬ 
tices  at  the  farm  or  local  level  which  perhaps  are  appropriate  for  the 
larger  markets  but  which  are  completely  contrary  to  long-established 
and  accepted  customs,  arrangements,  and  practices  by  parties  at 
interest.  It  is  the  consensus  of  the  conferees  that  vast  differences 
have  prevailed  and  will  continue  to  prevail  between  sales  by  private 
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treaty  or  at  local  community  sales  and  transactions  at  the  organized 
dublic  and  terminal  markets.  For  this  reason  care  should  be  exercised 
in  the  development  of  applicable  regulations  governing  livestock 
transactions  to  provide  for  meeting  these  different  situations  in  order 
that  the  right  and  freedom  of  producers  to  negotiate,  bargain,  and 
decide  in  their  best  interests  shall  be  protected. 

Foreign  Agricultural  Service 

Amendment  Nos.  19  and  20 — Salaries  and  expenses:  Appropriate 
$4,487,000  as  proposed  by  the  Senate  instead  of  $4,447,000  as  proposed 
by  the  House,  and  authorize  the  transfer  of  $2,539,000  from  section  32 
funds  as  proposed  by  the  Senate  instead  of  $2,493,000  as  proposed  by 
the  House. 

Amendment  No.  21 — Special  foreign  currency  program:  Eliminates 
language  inserted  by  the  Senate  relative  to  the  purchase  of  foreign 
currencies. 

Commodity  Exchange  Authority 

Amendment  No.  22 — Salaries  and  expenses:  Appropriates  $940,000 
instead  of  $930,000  as  proposed  by  the  House  and  $941,325  as  proposed 
by  the  Senate. 

Commodity  Stabilization  Service 

Amendment  No.  23 — Conservation  reserve  program:  Appropriates 
$330,000,000  instead  of  $310,000,000  as  proposed  by  the  House  and 
$335,000,000  as  proposed  by  the  Senate.  Of  the  funds  included  for 
administrative  expenses,  not  less  than  $10,000,000  shall  be  used  for 
county  expenses.  Reductions  required  under  the  balance  of  the  ad¬ 
ministrative  funds  shall  be  made  primarily  at  the  Washington  level. 

Rural  Electrification  Administration 

Amendment  No.  24- — Loan  authorizations:  Authorizes  $60,000,000 
for  the  contingency  fund  for  each  program  as  proposed  by  the  Senate 
instead  of  $50,000,000  as  proposed  by  the  House. 

Farmers  Home  Administration 

Amendment  Nos.  25  and  26 — Salaries  and  expenses:  Appropriate 
$31,050,000  instead  of  $30,500,000  as  proposed  by  the  House  and 
$31,467,650  as  proposed  by  the  Senate  and  authorize  the  transfer  of 
$1,050,000  from  the  farm  tenant  mortgage  insurance  fund  instead  of 
$1,000,000  as  proposed  by  the  House  and  $1,100,000  as  proposed  by 
the  Senate. 

Office  of  Information 

Amendment  Nos.  27,  28,  29,  and  30 — Salaries  and  expenses:  Ap¬ 
propriate  $1,488,000  instead  of  $1,478,000  as  proposed  by  the  House 
and  $1,523,000  as  proposed  by  the  Senate  and  provide  for  the  printing 
of  174,736  copies  of  the  1961  yearbook  “Seeds”  and  the  reprinting  of 
87,368  copies  of  the  1959  yearbook  “Food.” 
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Commodity  Credit  Corporation 

Amendment  No.  31 — Limitation  on  administrative  expenses:  Author¬ 
izes  $45,726,000  as  proposed  by  the  Senate  instead  of  $44,726,000  as 
proposed  by  the  House,  which  provides  an  additional  $1,000,000  for  the 
contingency  fund.  The  conferees  are  in  agreement  that  cotton- 
quality  evaluation  and  other  research  to  be  performed  under  CCC 
contracts  should  not  be  charged  to  this  limitation.  They  further 
agree  that  all  such  research  undertaken  in  fiscal  year  1961  should  be 
reported  to  the  Committees  on  Appropriations  of  the  House  and 
Senate  when  initiated  and  should  be  provided  for  in  the  budget  for 
fiscal  year  1962. 

Amendment  No.  32 — Limitation  on  administrative  expenses:  Elimi¬ 
nates  language  inserted  by  the  House.  The  conferees  have  eliminated 
the  following  language  from  the  bill: 

Provided  further,  That  none  of  the  funds  herein  appropri¬ 
ated  shall  be  used  to  formulate  or  administer  any  program 
which  does  not  provide  for  maximum  use  of  Government- 
owned  facilities  for  storing  surplus  commodities,  consistent 
with  the  economical  operation  of  the  Corporation. 

The  charter  of  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  states : 

That  nothing  contained  in  this  subsection  (b)  shall  limit 
the  duty  of  the  Corporation,  to  the  maximum  extent  practical 
consistent  with  the  fulfillment  of  the  Corporation’s  purposes 
and  the  effective  and  efficient  conduct  of  its  business,  to 
utilize  the  usual  and  customary  channels,  facilities  and 
arrangements  of  the  trade  and  commerce  in  warehousing 
commodities  *  *  *. 

The  conferees  agree  that  commercial  warehouse  space  for  storing 
commodities  be  given  preference,  other  things  being  equal;  however, 
when  existing  Government  storage  is  available  and  can  be  effectively 
used  at  less  cost,  taking  into  consideration  all  cost  factors  involved, 
including  risk  incurred,  such  space  should  be  used  in  the  interest  of 
protecting  the  Treasury.  Such  practices  as  moving  commodities 
from  existing  Government  storage  into  commercial  warehouse  space 
is  certainly  not  in  the  interests  of  protecting  the  assets  of  the  Com¬ 
modity  Credit  Corporation  and  is  a  waste  of  tax  dollars.  The  con¬ 
ferees  do  not  favor  construction  of  further  Government-owned  storage 
facilities. 

Jamie  L.  Whitten, 

Fred  Marshall, 
Clarence  Cannon, 

H.  Carl  Andersen, 

John  Taber, 

Managers  on  the  Part  of  the  House. 
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expenditures  made  from  the  contingent  fund 
of  the  HSuse  to  pay  obligations  entered  after 
enactment  of  the  bill,  so  as  to  provide  that 
It  would  not  apply  to  obligations  in  being. 

7.  Providekthat  the  bill  would  take  effect 
30  days  after  enactment.  This  will  allow  the 
House  Administration  Committee  time  to 
prepare  adequatetand  suitable  regulations  as 
required  in  section  2  of  this  bill. 


IDRAW  PAPERS 


tempore.  The 
fuse  the  follow- 


REQUEST  TO  W1 

The  SPEAKER  pri 
Chair  lays  before  the 
ing  personal  request. 

The  Clerk  read  as  fellows'! 

Jun\  14,  I960. 

Mr.  Lane  requests,  pursuant  to  rule 
XXXVIII,  leave  to  withdraw  frorrivthe  files 
of  the  House  papers  in  the  case  ofVean  K. 
Simmons  (H.R.  4825)  original  affidavit  of 
Agnes  Dunn,  subscribed  to  on  July  27,\959, 
86t.h  Congress,  no  adverse  report  having 
filed  thereon. 

Thomas  J.  Lane. 


The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore, 
out  objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 
There  was  no  objection. 


With- 


other  members;  and  to  express  any  views, 
arguments,  or  opinions;  and  to  express  at 
meetings  of  the  labor  organization  his  views, 
upon  candidates  in  an  election  of  the  labor 
organization  or  upon  any  business  properly 
before  the  meeting,  subject  to  the  organiza¬ 
tion’s  established  and  reasonable  rules  per¬ 
taining  to  the  conduct  of  meeting :  Provided, 
That  nothing  herein  shall  be  construed  to 
impair  the  right  of  a  labor  organization  to 
adopt  and  enforce  reasonable  rules  as  to  the 
responsibility  of  every  member  toward  the 


RIGHT  OF  UNION  TO  CONVENE  AND 
ELECT  ITS  OFFICERS 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Under 
previous  order  of  the  House,  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  New  York  [Mr.  Halpern]  is 
recognized  for  10  minutes. 

(Mr.  HALPERN  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks  and  to  include  extraneous  mat¬ 
ter.) 

Mr.  HALPERN.  Mr.  Speaker,  in  line 
with  the  American  tradition  of  democ¬ 
racy  in  action  and  its  aspects  of  guar¬ 
anteeing  to  every  individual  the  oppor¬ 
tunity  to  be  heard  and  to  express  his 
opinion,  I  appeal  that  any  duly  consti¬ 
tuted  body,  including  unions,  function¬ 
ing  in  compliance  with  existing  law,  be 
assured  of  its  basic  right  to  convene, 
not  only  on  a  local  level,  but  in  national 
convention,  and  to  elect  its  officers.  I 
state  this  in  response  to  the  considerable 
number  of  letters  that  I  have  received 
from  rank-and-file  teamsters  residing  in 
my  district  appealing  for  the  right  ti 
hold  a  convention  to  elect  officers  a; 
adopt  programs. 

In  answer  to  these  letters,  I  wuih  to 
make  my  position  clear.  To  me  the  im¬ 
portant  consideration  is  the  principle  of 
freedom  of  assembly  and  regardless  of 
whether  the  members  of  one/6r  a  dozen 
groups  are  involved  the  principle  should 
be  applicable  wherever  rights  are  denied. 
This  is  a  fundamental  nnvilege  guaran¬ 
teed  by  law  and  specifically  and  clearly 
spelled  out  in  recenj/ legislation  passed 
by  Congress  which 

Equal  rights:  Ev^ty  member  of  a  labor 
organization  shaiv'  have  equal  rights  and 
privileges  withiryeuch  organization  to  nomi¬ 
nate  candidate/,  to  vote  in  elections  or 
referendums  of  the  labor  organization,  to  at¬ 
tend  membership  meetings,  and  to  partici¬ 
pate  in  the  deliberations  and  voting  upon 
the  business  of  such  meetings,  subject  to 
rules  and  regulations  in  such 
organisation’s  constitution  and  bylaws. 

Freedom  of  speech  and  assembly:  Every 
me/nber  of  any  labor  organization  shall  have 
right  to  meet  and  assemble  freely  with 


stores,  as  well  as  the  development  of  as 
number  of  attractive  residential  sub¬ 
divisions.  Moreover,  the  people  /  of 
Franklin  have  demonstrated  that/they 
know  their  responsibilities  as  gopd  citi¬ 
zens  by  annually  cooperating  in- 'approv¬ 
ing  an  adequate  budget  for  their  schools. 
Scrapbooks,  which  were  also  -included  as 
entries  in  the  contests  over  the  years, 
were  well  prepared  by  the  Franklin  Busi- 


responsibiiity  or  every  memner  rowara  me  Professional  Women’s  Club 

organization  as  an  institution  and  to  his  ness  ana  irroiessionai  women  s  C1U0. 

from  conduct  that  would  inter-  crystal  clear  that  the  residents 

of  Franklin  have  not  permitted  them- 


refraining  from  conduct  that  would  inter 
fere  with  its  performance  of  its  legal  or  con¬ 
tractual  obligations. 

Every  national  or  international  labor  or¬ 
ganization,  except  a  federation  of  national 
or  international  labor  organizations,  shall 
elect  its  officers  not  less  often  than  once 
every  5  years  either  by  secret  ballot  among 
the  members  in  good  standing  or  at  a  con¬ 
vention  of  delegates  chosen  by  secret  ballot. 

Regardless  of  how  one  feels  about  the 
controversy  surrounding  any  particular 
circumstances,  it  only  seems  fair  that  the 
rank-and-file  members  of  trade  union 
given  the  opportunity  under  demo¬ 
cratic  processes  to  carry  out  their  rights  _ 
to  convene  and  hold  elections,  as  sej 
forth\mder  the  laws. 

The 'officers  who  are  elected  wptild 
have  to  oomply  with  the  requirements  of 
the  LaborkManagement  Act  of  13/9,  and 
any  derelictions  from  duty  wornd  sub¬ 
ject  them  toxthe  penalties  o z  the  act. 
Suppression  oik  the  rights  </r  the  rank 
and  file  which  Nhave  been/  granted  by 
Congress  througmjegislajnon  is  not  the 
way  of  America. 

I  hope  that,  whenever  and  whenever 
any  instance  of  deni/rof  such  rights  oc¬ 
curs,  it  will  be  remedied,  immediately  in 
line  with  our  American  w&,y  of  life. 


FRANKLIN,  KY.,  WINS  'AGAIN 

(Mr.  NA2TCHER  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  extend  his  remarksk&t  this 
point. 

Mr  ./CATCHER.  Mr.  Speaker,  it  \er- 
is  with  a  great  deal  of  pride  and 
pleasure  that  I  cite  the  fact  that  Frank' 
hKy.,  has  won  first  place  in  group  2  of’ 
Kentucky  Chamber  of  Commerce  5- 
year  community  developmnet  contest. 
For  this  victory,  which  attracted  the 
competition  of  cities  of  3,500  or  more  in 
population,  an  award  of  $1,000  will  be 
presented  to  Franklin  in  September  at 
the  State  fair  on  Kentucky  Chamber  of 
Commerce  Day, 

This  award  marks  the  happy  comple¬ 
tion  of  5  successful  years  of  Franklin’s 
participation  in  this  long-range  commu¬ 
nity  planning  contest  with  year-to-year 
continuity  and  certainly  this  city,  which 
is  the  county  seat  of  one  of  the  outstand¬ 
ing  counties  in  Kentucky — Simpson 
County — is  fully  deserving  of  this  dis¬ 
tinction  and  merits  heartiest  congratu¬ 
lations.  Franklin  paptured  three  first 
places  and  two  seconds  over  a-  5-year  pe¬ 
riod,  and  the  total  earnings  of  $5,400 
have  been  put  to  good  use  in  furthering 
the  community’s  development. 

Many  accomplishments  have  made 
possible  this  victory  for  Franklin — nota¬ 
bly  among  these  is  a  new  junior  high 
school  building,  the  opening  of  several 
new  industrial  plants  and  numerous 


selves  to  become  so  absorbed  in  the  privi¬ 
leges  of  America#  citizenship  that  they 
forget  the  responsibilities  and  duties  that 
go  with  this  blessing.  I  am  sure  that 
nome  of  thqge  who  live  in  this  fair  city 
have  ever /taken  their  community  for 
granted— ^fhey  know  that  there  is  no 
magic  that  can  automatically  solve  the 
inevitable  problems  that  arise  and  so 
they/have,  as  it  were,  adopted  a  “do-it- 
yourself”  spirit  to  promote  their  city’s 
p/ogress  and  improve  the  local  economy. 
?hese  efforts  have  indeed  brought  envi¬ 
able  results  and  proved  once  again  that 
communities — large  and  small — can  al¬ 
ways  profitably  take  inventory  of  their 
local  potentials,  looking  toward  bolster¬ 
ing  the  economy  and  enhancing  com¬ 
munity  conditions  generally. 

Franklin,  Ky.,  is  indeed  fortunate  in 
having  as  its  mayor,  Mr.  Paul  B.  Massey, 
a  thoroughly  dedicated  public  official, 
who  is  equally  fortunate  in  having  highly 
qualified  individuals  serving  with  him  in 
the  city’s  government.  Assisting  these 
officials  in  all  their  endeavors  are  the 
various  civic  clubs,  the  local  chamber  of 
commerce,  the  Franklin  Favorite,  one  of 
Kentucky’s  outstanding  weekly  news¬ 
papers,  radio  station  WFKN,  and  the 
Franklin  Industrial  Board. 

Certainly  this  small  city,  conspicuous 
for  its  excellent  school  system,  lovely 
homes  and  churches,  may  well  be  proud 
of  this  latest  honor  and  I  want  to  reaffirm 
the  genuine  happiness  that  I  derive  in 
being  privileged  to  represent  Simpson 
County  in  the  Congress  of  the  United 
^States.  May  the  guidance  of  providence 
?ad  Franklin  onward  to  even  greater 
and  brighter  achievements. 

LEAVE  OF  ABSENCE 

By  unanimous  consent,  leave  of  ab¬ 
sence  waS\.  granted  as  follows  to: 

Mr.  Bensley  (at  the  request  of  Mr. 
Halleck),  fdr  Wednesday,  June  15,  on 
account  of  meshcal  reasons. 

Mr.  Green  of  Pennsylvania  (at  the 
request  of  Mr.  B^ne  of  Pennsylvania) , 
for  June  14  and  15V.on  account  of  death 
in  family. 

SPECIAL  ORDERS\GRANTED 

By  unanimous  consent/permission  to 
address  the  House,  followinVthe  legisla¬ 
tive  program  and  any  special  orders 
heretofore  entered,  was  granted  to: 

Mr.  Conte,  for  30  minutes,  today. 

Mr.  Halpern,  for  10  minutes,  today. 

Mr.  Porter  (at  the  request  of\Mr. 
Albert),  for  1  hour,  tomorrow. 

Mrs.  Rogers  of  Massachusetts,  for 
minutes,  on  Wednesday,  June  15. 
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\  EXTENSION  OP  REMARKS 

unanimous  consent,  pennission  to 
extend  remarks  in  the  Appendix  of  the 
Record,  or  to  revise  and  extend  remarks, 
was  granted  to: 

Mr.  "Natcher,  to  extend  his  remarks  in 
the  Record  following  the  legislative  pro¬ 
gram  of  the  day  and  following  special 
orders  for  the  day. 

Mr.  Natcher  and  to  include  an  edito¬ 
rial.  A 

Mr.  Brock  and  to  include  extraneous 
material.  \ 

Mr.  Doyle  in  six  instances  and  in  each 
to  accompahy  same  with  extraneous  ma¬ 
terial.  \ 

Mr.  Rieklman  and  to  include  an  ad¬ 
dress.  \ 

Mr.  Keogh  knd  to  include  a  speech  by 
the  comptroller  general  of  the  State  of 
New  York,  Arthur  Levin. 

Mr.  Van  Zand.t  and  to  include  extra¬ 
neous  matter,  notwithstanding  that  it 
will  exceed  2  pages  of  the  Record  and  is 
estimated  by  the  Public  Printer  to  cost 
$243.  .  \ 

Mr.  Saylor,  to  include  in  the  remarks 
made  in  the  Cominittee  of  the  Whole 
today  the  proclamation  of  President 
Wilson  of  1915  and  the  proclamation  of 
President  Roosevelt  of  1938. 

Mr.  Rivers  of  Alaska  in  three  in¬ 
stances,  in  each  to  include  extraneous 
matter.  \ 

(At  the  request  of  jMr.  Albert  and 
to  include  extraneous  ^matter  the  fol¬ 
lowing  : )  \ 

Mr.  Forand.  \ 

Mr.  Flood  in  five  instances. 

Mr.  Multer  in  two  instances. 

Mr.  George.  \ 

Mr.  Kowalski.  V 

Mr.  Boggs  in  two  instances. 

Mr.  Burke  of  Massachusetts. 

Mr.  McGinley.  \ 

Mr.  Karth. 

Mr.  Brademas  in  five  instances. 

Mr.  Moeller.  \ 

(At  the  request  of  Mr.  Curtin,  and  to 
Include  extraneous  matter,  the\  follow¬ 
ing:)  \ 

Mr.  Derwinski  in  six  instances.  \ 

Mr.  Barry.  \ 

Mr.  Bow  in  three  instances.  \ 

Mr.  Curtis  of  Missouri  in  five  in¬ 
stances. 

Mr.  Westland  in  two  instances. 

Mrs.  Weis. 

Mr.  Arends. 

Mrs.  Bolton. 

Mr.  Devine. 

Mrs.  St.  George. 

Mr.  SCHWENGEL. 


DEPARTMENT  OF  AGRICULTURE 
AND  FARM  CREDIT  ADMINISTRA¬ 
TION  APPROPRIATION  BILL,  1961 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  managers  on 
the  part  of  the  House  may  have  until 
midnight  tonight  to  file  a  conference  re¬ 
port  on  the  bill  (H.R.  12117)  making  ap¬ 
propriations  for  the  Department  of  Ag¬ 
riculture  and  Farm  Credit  Administra¬ 
tion  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30, 
1961,  and  for  other  purposes. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  request  of  the  gentleman 
from  Mississippi? 

There  was  no  objection. 


The  conference  report  and  statement 
follow: 

Conference  Report  (H.  Rept.  No.  1863) 

The  committee  of  conference  on  the  dis¬ 
agreeing  votes  of  the  two  Houses  on  the 
amendments  of  the  Senate  to  the  bill  (H.R. 
12117)  making  appropriations  for  the  De¬ 
partment  of  Agriculture  and  Farm  Credit 
Administration  for  the  fiscal  year  ending 
June  30,  1961,  and  for  other  purposes,  hav¬ 
ing  met,  after  full  and  free  conference,  have 
agreed  to  recommend  and  do  recommend  to 
their  respective  Houses  as  follows: 

That  the  Senate  recede  from  its  amend¬ 
ments  numbered  5  and  21. 

That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagree¬ 
ment  to  the  amendments  of  the  Senate  num¬ 
bered  2,  3,  11,  12,  15,  17,  18,  19,  20,  24,  31, 
and  32,  and  agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  1:  That  the  House 
recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amend¬ 
ment  of  the  Senate  numbered  1,  and  agree  to 
the  same  with  an  amendment  as  follows: 
In  lieu  of  the  sum  proposed  by  said  amend¬ 
ment  insert  “$68,827,200”;  and  the  Senate 
agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  7:  That  the  House 
recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amend¬ 
ment  of  the  Senate  numbered  7,  and  agree  to 
the  same  with  an  amendment  as  follows :  In 
lieu  of  the  sum  proposed  by  said  amendment 
insert  “$32,053,000”;  and  the  Senate  agree  to 
the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  8:  That  the  House 
recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amend¬ 
ment  of  the  Senate  numbered  8,  and  agree  to 
the  same  with  an  amendment  as  follows: 
In  lieu  of  the  sum  proposed  by  said  amend¬ 
ment  insert  “$32,553,000”;  and  the  Senate 
agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  9:  That  the  House 
recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amend¬ 
ment  of  the  Senate  numbered  9,  and  agree 
to  the  same  with  an  amendment  as  follo.ws: 
In  lieu  of  the  sum  proposed  by  said  amend¬ 
ment  insert  “$55,220,000”;  and  the  Senate 
agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  10:  That  the  House 
recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amend¬ 
ment  of  the  Senate  numbered  10,  and  agree 
to  the  same  with  an  amendment  as  fol¬ 
lows:  In  lieu  of  the  sum  proposed  by  said 
amendment  insert  “$56,715,000”;  and  the 
Senate  agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  13 :  That  the  House 
recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amend¬ 
ment  of  the  Senate  numbered  13,  and  agree 
to  the  same  with  an  amendment  as  follows: 
In  lieu  of  the  sum  proposed  by  said  amend¬ 
ment  insert  “$2,265,000”;  and  the  Senate 
agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  14:  That  the  House 
recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amend¬ 
ment  of  the  Senate  numbered  14,  and  agree 
to  the  same  with  an  amendment  as  fol¬ 
lows:  In  lieu  of  the  sum  proposed  by  said 
amendment  insert  “$35,000,000”;  and  the 
Senate  agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  16 :  That  the  House 
recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amend¬ 
ment  of  the  Senate  numbered  16,  and  agree 
to  the  same  with  an  amendment  as  follows: 
In  lieu  of  the  sum  proposed  by  said  amend¬ 
ment  insert  “$16,515,000”;  and  the  Senate 
agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbeted  22 :  That  the  House 
recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amend¬ 
ment  of  the  Senate  numbered  22,  and  agree 
to  the  same  with  an  amendment  as  follows: 
In  lieu  of  the  sum  proposed  by  said  amend¬ 
ment  insert  “$940,000”;  and  the  Senate  agree 
to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  23 :  That  the  House 
recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amend¬ 
ment  of  the  Senate  numbered  23,  and  agree 
to  the  same  with  an  amendment  as  follows: 
In  lieu  of  the  sum  proposed  by  said  amend¬ 
ment  insert  "$330,000,000”;  and  the  Senate 
agree  to  the  same. 


June  Ik 

Amendment  numbered  25 :  That  the  House 
recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amend¬ 
ment  of  the  Senate  numbered  25,  and  agree 
to  the  same  with  an  amendment  as  follows: 
In  lieu  of  the  sum  proposed  by  said  amend¬ 
ment  insert  “$31,050,000”;  and  the  Senate 
agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  26 :  That  the  House 
recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amend¬ 
ment  of  the  Senate  numbered  26,  and  agree 
to  the  same  with  an  amendment  as  fol¬ 
lows;  In  lieu  of  the  sum  proposed  by  said 
amendment  insert  “$1,050,000”;  and  the  Sen¬ 
ate  agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  27 :  That  the  House 
recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amend¬ 
ment  of  the  Senate  numbered  27,  and  agree 
to  the  same  with  an  amendment  as  follows: 
In  lieu  of  the  sum  proposed  by  said  amend¬ 
ment  insert  “$1,488,000”;  and  the  Senate 
agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  28 :  That  the  House 
recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amend¬ 
ment  of  the  Senate  numbered  28,  and  agree 
to  the  same  with  an  amendment  as  follows: 
In  lieu  of  the  matter  proposed  by  said 
amendment  insert  “one  hundred  seventy 
four  thousand  and  seven  hundred  and  thirty 
six”;  and  the  Senate  agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  29 :  That  the  House 
recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amend¬ 
ment  of  the  Senate  numbered  29,  and  agree 
to  the  same  with  an  amendment  as  follows: 
In  lieu  of  the  matter  proposed  by  said 
amendment  insert  “eighty-seven  thousand 
and  three  hundred  and  sixty-eight”;  and  the 
Senate  agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  30:  That  the  House 
recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amend¬ 
ment  of  the  Senate  numbered  30,  and  agree 
to  the  same  with  an  amendment  as  follows: 
In  lieu  of  the  sum  proposed  by  said  amend¬ 
ment  insert  “$67,300”;  and  the  Senate  agree 
to  the.  same. 

The  committee  of  conference  report  in  dis¬ 
agreement  amendments  numbered  4  and  6. 
Jamie  L.  Whitten, 

Fred  Marshall, 

Clarence  Cannon, 

H.  Carl  Andersen, 

John  Taber, 

Managers  on  the  Part  of  the  House. 
Richard  B.  Russell, 

Carl  Hayden, 

Lister  Hill, 

A.  Willis  Robertson, 

Allen  J.  Ellender, 

Milton  R.  Young, 

Karl  E.  Mundt, 

Henry  C.  Dworshak, 
Managers  on  the  Part  of  the  Senate. 

Statement 

The  managers  on  the  part  of  the  House 
at  the  conference  on  the  disagreeing  votes 
of  the  two  Houses  on  the  amendments  of 
the  Senate  to  the  bill  (H.R.  12117)  making 
appropriations  for  the  Department  of  Agri¬ 
culture  and  Farm  Credit  Administration  for 
the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1961,  and  for 
other  purposes,  submit  the  following  state¬ 
ment  in  explanation  of  the  effect  of  the 
action  agreed  upon  and  recommended  in  the 
accompanying  conference  report  as  to  each 
of  such  amendments,  namely: 

department  of  agriculture 
Agricultural  Research  Service 

Amendments  Nos.  1  and  2 — Research: 
Appropriate  $68,827,200  instead  of  $67,934,000 
as  proposed  by  the  House  and  $70,247,600  as 
proposed  by  the  Senate.  The  amount  agreed 
to  includes  the  following  increases  above  the 
funds  approved  by  the  House: 

(1)  $500,000  for  research  on  spray  resi¬ 
dues,  making  a  total  of  $750,000  additional 
for  this  purpose; 

(2)  $250,000  for  utilization  research,  mak¬ 
ing  a  total  increase  of  $950,000  for  this  pur¬ 
pose;  , 

(3)  A  total  of  $272,500  for  advance  staffing 
of  the  cotton  insect  research  laboratory  and 
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for  additional  research  at  three  branch  sta¬ 
tions; 

(4)  $60,000  for  initial  staffing  of  two  corn 
insect  laboratories  authorized  last  year; 

(5)  $350,000  for  increased  vegetable  crops 
research; 

(6)  $75,000  for  the  Newell,  S.  Dak.,  re¬ 
search  station; 

(7)  $20,000  for  research  on  weeds  of  sugar¬ 
cane  at  Houma,  La.; 

(8)  $25,000  for  pecan  insect  research  at 
Albany,  Ga.; 

(9)  $25,000  for  research  studies  on  salt 
cedars  and  other  phreotophytes; 

(10)  $60,000  to  increase  poultry  disease 
research  at  Athens,  Ga.; 

(11)  $455,700  for  staffing  soil  and  water 
laboratories,  which  provides  a  total  of  $40,- 
000  for  the  Humboldt  River  watershed  in 
Nevada  and  $200,000  to  expand  research  on 
hydrology  problems  in  Oklahoma. 

Amendment  No.  3 — Plant  and  animal  dis¬ 
ease  and  pest  control;  Appropriates  $52,236,- 
000  as  proposed  by  the  Senate  instead  of 
$52,011,000  as  proposed  by  the  House. 

Amendment  No.  4— Plant  and  animal  dis¬ 
ease  and  pest  control:  Reported  in  disagree¬ 
ment. 

Amendment  No.  5 — Special  fund:  Restores 
House  language  stricken  by  the  Senate. 

Amendment  No.  6 — Construction  of  facili¬ 
ties:  Reported  in  disagreement.  The  man¬ 
agers  on  the  part  of  the  House  intend  to 
offer  a  motion  to  recede  and  agree  to  the 
sum  of  $2,550,000  instead  of  $3,700,000  as 
proposed  by  the  Senate.  The  amount  agreed 
to  provides  funds  for  various  research  facili¬ 
ties  as  follows: 

(1)  $300,000  for  initiating  construction  of 
the  main  laboratory  and  headquarters  at  the 
National  Arboretum  at  a  total  cost  of  not  to 
exceed  $1,500,000; 

(2)  $250,000  for  tobacco  research  facilities 
as  provided  in  the  House  bill; 

(3)  $300,000  for  planning  and  initiating 
construction  of  a  facility  at  Athens,  Ga.,  at 
not  to  exceed  a  total  cost  of  $950,000  to  con¬ 
duct  research  on  diseases  and  related  prob¬ 
lems  affecting  poultry; 

(4)  $200,000  for  planning  and  initiating 
construction  of  a  laboratory  at  not  to  exceed 
a  total  cost  of  $400,000  at  Mississippi  State 
University  to  conduct  research  in  manage¬ 
ment  and  structures  in  relation  to  the  pre¬ 
vention  and  control  of  disease  and  related 
methods  of  improving  poultry  quality  in  the 
Southeast; 

(5)  $300,000  for  planning  and  initiating 
construction  of  a  laboratory  at  not  to  exceed 
a  total  cost  of  $2,000,000  at  or  near  the  North 
Dakota  Agricultural  Experiment  Station  at 
Fargo,  N.  Dak.,  for  research  on  metabolism 
of  agricultural  chemicals  in  insects,  plants, 
and  livestock,  and  to  develop  sterility  tech¬ 
niques  for  control  of  insects; 

(6)  $250,000  for  research  facilities  on  im¬ 
proved  practices  for  conservation  farming  and 
ranching  at  Bushland,  Tex.,  as  provided  in 
the  House  bill; 

(7)  $200,000  for  planning  and  initiating 
construction  of  a  laboratory  at  not  to  exceed 
a  total  cost  of  $400,000  to  conduct  basic  re¬ 
search  on  tillage,  traction,  and  transport 
equipment  and  its  effect  on  soil  conservation 
at  Auburn,  Ala.; 

(8)  $250,000  for  planning  and  initiating 
construction  of  a  laboratory  at  not  to  exceed 
a  total  cost  of  $850,000  to  develop  tech¬ 
nology  for  sound  conservation  practices  in 
the  Snake  River  Valley; 

(9)  $350,000  for  planning  and  initiating 
construction  of  a  laboratory  at  not  to  exceed 
a  total  cost  of  $500,000  to  conduct  research 
on  plants,  soil,  and  nutrition  at  Ithaca,  N.Y.; 

(10)  $150,000  for  construction  of  a  lab¬ 
oratory  to  study  soil  and  water  management 
practices  of  the  Northwest  at  Pullman,  Wash. 

Amendments  Nos.  7  and  8 — State  experi¬ 
ment  stations:  Appropriate  $32,553,000  in¬ 


stead  of  $31,553,000  as  proposed  by  the  House 
and  $32,553,708  as  proposed  by  the  Senate. 

Extension  service 

Amendments  Nos.  9, 10,  and  11 — Payments 
to  States  and  Puerto  Rico:  Appropriate 
$56,715,000  instead  of  $55,715,000  as  proposed 
by  the  House  and  $57,715,000  as  proposed 
by  the  Senate.  The  conferees  have  elim¬ 
inated  from  the  bill  the  requirement  that 
the  use  of  the  additional  funds  be  limited 
to  the  county  level.  Tire  conferees  are  in 
accord,  however,  that  such  increase  should 
be  used  in  accordance  with  such  provision. 
A  number  of  States  have  used  the  substan¬ 
tial  increases  made  in  this  item  in  recent 
years  for  additional  personnel  at  the  State 
and  county  levels.  Many  of  these  States 
have  failed  to  maintain  the  salaries  of 
county  agents  at  a  level  comparable  with 
agents  in  other  States.  In  such  States  the 
funds  in  this  bill  should  be  used  for  the 
present  number  of  employees  at  the  county 
level  to  place  salaries  at  a  level  comparable 
with  other  States.  Testimony  before  the 
House  committee  indicates  that  salary  in¬ 
creases  are  needed  in  22  States  to  maintain 
comparable  levels.  < 

Amendment  No.  12 — Retirement  costs  for 
extension  agents:  Appropriates  $5,961,000  as 
proposed  by  the  Senate  instead  of  $5,875,000 
as  proposed  by  the  House. 

Amendment  No.  13 — Federal  Extension 
Service:  Appropriates  $2,265,000  instead  of 
$2,255,000  as  proposed  by  the  House  and 
$2,275,000  as  proposed  by  the  Senate.  The 
extra  $10,000  is  provided  for  the  employment 
of  an  additional  auditor. 

Soil  Conservation  Service 
Amendment  No.  14—' Watershed  protec¬ 
tion:  Appropriates  $35,000,000  instead  of 
$32,000,000  as  proposed  by  the  House  and 
$37,000,000  as  proposed  by  the  Senate.  The 
conferees  are  in  agreement  that  $4,900,000 
shall  be  used  for  investigations  and  planning. 

Amendment  No.  15 — Flood  prevention :  In¬ 
serts  statutory  reference. 

Agricultural  Marketing  Service 
Amendment  No.  16 — Marketing  research 
and  agricultural  estimates:  Appropriates 
$16,515,000  instead  of  $16,315,000  as  proposed 
by  the  House  and  $16,605,000  as  proposed  by 
the  Senate.  The  amount  agreed  to  includes 
funds  to  initiate  lamb-on-feed  reports,  re¬ 
search  on  vegetables  in  the  Southeast,  and 
a  pilot  operation  on  estimates  for  tomatoes 
and  celery.  The  conferees  agree  that  the  full 
$750,000  allowed  by  the  House  should  be  used 
to  initiate  the  long-range  program  designed 
to  modernize  and  improve  the  entire  system 
of  agricultural  estimates. 

Amendment  No.  17:  Changes  punctuation. 
Amendment  No.  18 — Marketing  services: 
Appropriates  $26,579,900  as  proposed  by  the 
Senate.  The  conferees  have  allowed  the  full 
budget  estimate  for  poultry  inspection.  The 
funds  so  approved  are  for  poultry  inspection 
as  proposed  by  the  budget. 

The  conferees  have  agreed  to  an  increase 
for  administration  of  the  Packers  and  Stock- 
yards  Act  in  view  of  the  Department’s  in¬ 
creased  regulatory  responsibilities  over  live¬ 
stock  transactions  at  country  points.  How¬ 
ever,  concern  has  been  expressed  by  livestock 
producers,  country  buyers,  and  local  sales 
operators  regarding  the  possible  imposition 
of  administrative  regulations  on  selling  and 
buying  practices  at  the  farm  or  local  level 
which  perhaps  are  appropriate  for  the  larger 
markets  but  which  are  completely  contrary 
to  long-established  and  accepted  customs, 
arrangements,  and  practices  by  parties  at  in¬ 
terest.  It  is  the  consensus  of  the  conferees 
that  vast  differences  have  prevailed  and  will 
continue  to  prevail  between  sales  by  private 
treaty  or  at  local  community  sales  and  trans¬ 
actions  at  the  organized  public  and  terminal 
markets.  For  this  reason  care  should  be 
exercised  in  the  development  of  applicable 


regulations  governing  livestock  transactions 
to  provide  for  meeting  these  different  situa¬ 
tions  in  order  that  the  right  and  freedom 
of  producers  to  negotiate,  bargain,  and  de¬ 
cide  in  their  best  interests  shall  be  protected. 

Foreign  Agricultural  Service 
Amendments  Nos.  19  and  20 — Salaries  and 
expenses:  Appropriate  $4,487,000  as  proposed 
by  the  Senate  instead  of  $4,447,000  as  pro¬ 
posed  by  the  House,  and  authorize  the  trans¬ 
fer  of  $2,539,000  from  section  32  funds  as 
proposed  by  the  Senate  instead  of  $2,493,000 
as  proposed  by  the  House. 

Amendment  No.  21 — Special  foreign  cur¬ 
rency  program:  Eliminates  language  in¬ 
serted  by  the  Senate  relative  to  the  pur¬ 
chase  of  foreign  currencies. 

Commodity  Exchange  Authority 
Amendment  No.  22 — Salaries  and  expenses: 
Appropriates  $940,000  instead  of  $930,000  as 
proposed  by  the  House  and  $941,325  as  pro¬ 
posed  by  the  Senate. 

Commodity  Stabilization  Service 
Amendment  No.  23 — Conservation  reserve 
program:  Appropriates  $330,000,000  Instead 
of  $310,000,000  as  proposed  by  the  House  and 
$335,000,000  as  proposed  by  the  Senate.  Of 
the  funds  included  for  administrative  ex¬ 
penses,  not  less  than  $10,000,000  shall  be  used 
for  county  expenses.  Reductions  required 
under  the  balance  of  the  administrative 
funds  shall  be  made  primarily  at  the 
Washington  level. 

Rural  Electrification  Administration 
Amendment  No.  24 — Loan  authorizations: 
Authorizes  $60,000,000  for  the  contingency 
fund  for  each  program  as  proposed  by  the 
Senate  instead  of  $50,000,000  as  proposed  by 
the  House. 

Farmers  Home  Administration 
Amendments  Nos.  25  and  26 — Salaries  and 
expenses:  Appropriate  $31,050,000  instead  of 
$30,500,000  as  proposed  by  the  House  and 
$31,467,650  as  proposed  by  the  Senate  and 
authorize  the  transfer  of  $1,050,000  from  the 
farm  tenant  mortgage  insurance  fund  in¬ 
stead  of  $1,000,000  as  proposed  by  the  House 
and  $1,100,000  as  proposed  by  the  Senate. 

Office  of  Information 
Amendments  Nos.  27,  28,  29,  and  50 — 
Salaries  and  expenses:  Appropriate  $1,488,- 
000  instead  of  $1,478,000  as  proposed  by  the 
House  and  $1,523,000  as  proposed  by  the 
Senate  and  provide  for  the  printing  of  174,- 
736  copies  of  the  1961  yearbook  "Seeds”  and 
the  reprinting  of  87,368  copies  of  the  1959 
yearbook  “Food." 

Commodity  Credit  Corporation 
Amendment  No.  31 — Limitation  on  ad¬ 
ministrative  expenses:  Authorizes  $45,726,000 
as  proposed  by  the  Senate  instead  of  $44,- 
726,000  as  proposed  by  the  House,  which 
provides  an  additional  $1,000,000  for  the 
contingency  fund.  The  conferees  are  in 
agreement  that  cotton-quality  evaluation 
and  other  research  to  be  performed  under 
CCC  contracts  should  not  be  charged  to  this 
limitation.  They  further  agree  that  all  such 
research  undertaken  in  fiscal  year  1961 
should  be  reported  to  the  Committees  on 
Appropriations  of  the  House  and  Senate 
when  initiated  and  should  be  provided  for 
in  the  budget  for  fiscal  year  1962. 

Amendment  No.  32 — Limitation  on  admin¬ 
istrative  expenses:  Eliminates  language  in¬ 
serted  by  the  House.  The  conferees  have 
eliminated  the  following  language  from  the 
bill:  Provided  further.  That  none  of  the 
funds  herein  appropriated  shall  be  used  to 
formulate  or  administer  any  program  which 
does  not  provide  for  maximum  use  of  Gov¬ 
ernment-owned  facilities  for  storing  surplus 
commodities,  consistent  with  the  economical 
operation  of  the  Corporation. 

The  charter  of  the  Commodity  Credit  Cor¬ 
poration  states:  “That  nothing  contained  in 
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this  subsection  (b)  shall  limit  the  duty 
of  the  Corporation,  to  the  maximum  extent 
practical  consistent  with  the  fulfillment  of 
the  Corporation’s  purposes  and  the  effective 
and  efficient  conduct  of  its  business,  to  utilize 
the  usual  and  customary  channels,  facilities 
and  arrangements  of  the  trade  and  commerce 
in  warehousing  commodities  *  *  The 

conferees  agree  that  commercial  warehouse 
space  for  storing  commodities  be  given  pref¬ 
erence,  other  things  being  equal;  however, 
when  existing  Government  storage  is  avail¬ 
able  and  can  be  effectively  used  at  less  cost, 
taking  into  consideration  all  cost  factors  in¬ 
volved,  including  risk  incurred,  such  space 
should  be  used  in  the  interest  of  protecting 
the  Treasury.  Such  practices  as  moving 
commodities  from  existing  Government 
storage  into  commercial  warehouse  space  is 
certainly  not  in  the  interests  of  protecting 
the  assets  of  the  Commodity  Credit  Cor¬ 
poration  and  is  a  waste  of  tax  dollars.  The 
conferees  do  not  favor  construction  of  further 
Government-owned  storage  facilities. 

Jamie  L.  Whitten, 

Fred  Marshall, 

Clarence  Cannon, 

H.  Carl  Andersen, 

John  Taber, 

Managers  on  the  Part  of  the  House. 


ADJOURNMENT 

Mr.  VANIK.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  move 
that  the  House  do  now  adjourn. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to;  accordingly 
(at  6  o’clock  and  25  minutes  p.m.) , 
the  House  adjourned  until  tomorrow, 
Wednesday,  June  15,  1960,  at  12  o’clock 
noon. 


legislation  entitled  “A  bill  to  amend  the 
District  of  Columbia  Redevelopment  Act  of 
1945,  as  amended,  and  the  act  approved 
December  20, 1944,  as  amended,  and  for  other 
purposes”;  to  the  Committee  on  the  District 
of  Columbia. 

2263.  A  letter  from  the  Secretary  of  De¬ 
fense,  transmitting  a  draft  of  proposed  leg¬ 
islation  entitled  “A  bill  to  provide  for  the 
withdrawal  from  the  public  domain  of  cer¬ 
tain  lands  in  the  Ladd-Eielson  area,  Alaska, 
for  use  by  the  Department  of  the  Army  as 
the  Yukon  Command  training  site,  Alaska, 
and  for  other  purposes”;  to  the  Committee 
on  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs. 

2264.  A  letter  from  the  Secretary  of  De¬ 
fense,  transmitting  a  draft  of  proposed  legis¬ 
lation  entitled  “A  bill  to  provide  for  the 
withdrawal  from  the  public  domain  of  cer¬ 
tain  lands  in  the  Big  Delta  area,  Alaska,  for 
continued  use  by  the  Department  of  the 
Army  at  Fort  Greely,  and  for  other  pur¬ 
poses”;  to  the  Committee  on  Interior  and 
Insular  Affairs. 

2265.  A  letter  from  the  Secretary  of  De¬ 
fense,  transmitting  a  draft  of  proposed  legis¬ 
lation  entitled  “A  bill  to  provide  for  the 

Yithdrawal  from  the  public  domain  of  c pr¬ 
im  .lands  in  the  Granite  Creek  area,  Alaska, 
for  use  by  the  Department  of  the  Army  at 
»Fort  Greely,  Alaska,  and  for  other  purposes”; 
to  ike  Committee  on  Interior  and  Insular 
Affairs. 


EXECUTIVE  COMMUNICATIONS, 
ETC. 

Under  clause  2  of  rule  XXIV,  execu¬ 
tive  communications  were  taken  from 
the  Speaker’s  table  and  referred  as 
follows: 

2257.  A  letter  from  the  Administrator, 
General  Services  Administration,  transmit¬ 
ting  the  report  of  the  Archivist  of  the 
United  States  on  records  proposed  for  dis¬ 
posal  under  the  law;  to  the  Committee  on 
House  Administration. 

2258.  A  letter  from  the  Acting  Chairman, 
U.S.  Atomic  Energy  Commission,  transmit¬ 
ting  a  draft  of  proposed  legislation  entitled 
“A  bill  to  amend  section  5  of  the  Euratom 
Cooperation  Act  of  1958”;  to  the  Joint  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Atomic  Energy. 

2259.  A  letter  from  the  Secretary  of  State, 
transmitting  a  draft  of  proposed  legislation 
entitled  “A  bill  to  amend  section  960  of 
title  18  of  the  United  States  Code”;  to  tjfe 
Committee  on  the  Judiciary. 

2260.  A  letter  from  the  Secretary  oy' the 
Army,  transmitting  a  letter  from  the/Chief 
of  Engineers,  Department  of  the  Arm/;  dated 
June  1,  1960,  submitting  a  report /together 
with  accompanying  papers  and  illustrations, 
on  Redwood  River  at  Marshall /Minn.,  re¬ 
quested  by  a  resolution  of  the  Committee 
on  Public  Works,  U.S.  Senate,  adopted  on 
June  20,  1957,  and  authorized  by  the  Flood 
Control  Act,  approved  Junaf22,  1936  (H.  Doc. 
No.  417) ;  to  the  Committee  on  Public  Works 
and  ordered  to  be  printed  with  two  illus¬ 
trations. 

2261.  A  letter  front  the  president  of  the 
Board  of  Commissioners  of  the  District  of 
Columbia,  transmitting  a  draft  of  proposed 
legislation  entitled  “A  bill  to  provide  for  the 
admin istration/of  unclaimed  funds  held  and 
owing  by  life*  insurance  companies  in  the 
District  of  Columbia;  to  the  Committee  on 
the  District  of  Columbia. 

2262.  A'  letter  from  the  President  of  the 
Board  of  Commissioners  of  the  District  of 
Columbia,  transmitting  a  draft  of  proposed 


REPORTS  OP  COMMITTEES  ON  PI, 

LIC  KILLS  AND  RESOLUTIOI 

Under  clause  2  of  rule  Xin,  imports 
of  committee^  were  delivered/  to  the 
Clerk  for  printing  and  refere/ce  to  the 
proper  calendars,  as  follows^ 

Mr.  HAYS:  Cormnittee  on  Foreign  Affairs. 
S.  1502.  An  act  to  ^provide  /or  adjustments 
in  the  annuities  under  the  Foreign  Service 
retirement  and  disabilities  system  without 
amendment  (Rept.  No.  B626,  pt.  2) .  Referred 
to  the  Committee  of  tire  vyhole  House  on  the 
State  of  the  Union. 

Mrs.  PFOST:  CMfimitteeVm  Interior  and 
Insular  Affairs.  312174.  Aft  act  to  permit 
the  filing  of  applications  for  patents  to  cer¬ 
tain  lands  in  .Florida;  without  amendment 
(Rept.  No.  1816) .  Referred  to  the, Committee 
of  the  Wh </e  House  on  the  St\te  of  the 
Union. 

Mr.  SPENCE:  Committee  on  Banking  and 
Currenoy.  S.  3226.  An  act  to  amend  section 
809  oy  the  National  Housing  Act;  without 
amendment  (Rept.  No.  1820).  Referreil  to 
thy  Committee  of  the  Whole  House  on  \Jie 
Sj/te  of  the  Union. 

Mr.  DAVIS  of  Tennessee;  Committee  or? 
''Public  Works.  H.R.  900.  A  bill  to  amend' 
section  7  of  the  act  of  August  18,  1941,  to 
provide  that  75  percent  of  all  moneys  de¬ 
rived  by  the  United  States  from  certain 
recreational  activities  in  connection  with 
lands  acquired  for  flood  control  and  other 
purposes  shall  be  paid  to  the  State;  to  vali¬ 
date  certain  payment;  and  for  other  pur¬ 
poses;  with  amendment  (Rept.  1821).  Re¬ 
ferred  to  the  Committee  of  the  Whole  House 
on  the  State  of  the  Union. 

Mr.  DAVIS  of  Tennessee:  Committee  on 
Public  Works.  H.R.  2178.  A  bill  to  authorize 
the  Secretary  of  the  Army  to  make  certain 
changes  in  the  road  at  Whites  Branch, 
Grapevine  Reservoir,  Tex.;  with  amendment 
(Rept.  No.  1822) .  Referred  to  the  Committee 
of  the  Whole  House  on  the  State  of  the 
Union. 

Mr.  WALTER :  Committee  on  the  Judiciary. 
H.R.  10598.  A  bill  to  clarify  certain  pro¬ 
visions  of  the  Criminal  Code  relating  to 
the  importation  or  shipment  of  injurious 
mammals,  birds,  amphibians,  fish,  and  rep¬ 
tiles  (18  U.S.C.  42(a),  42(b);  and  relating 
to  the  transportation  or  receipt  of  wild 
mammals  or  birds  taken  in  violation  of 
State,  National,  or  foreign  laws  (18  U.S.C. 


43),  and  for  other  purposes;  with  amend 
ment  (Rept.  No.  1823).  Referred  to  tt 
Committee  of  the  Whole  House  on  the  Stjrte 
of  the  Union. 

Mr.  HALEY :  Committee  on  Interior/ and 
Insular  Affairs.  H.R.  11813.  A  bill  to  / mend 
the  Menominee  Termination  Act;  with 
amendment  (Rept.  No.  1824) .  Reierred  to 
the  Committee  of  the  Whole  Ho/se  on  the 
State  of  the  Union. 

Mr.  SPENCE:  Committee  on/Banking  and 
Currency.  H.R.  12346.  A  bil/to  amend  sec¬ 
tion  14(b)  of  the  FederayReserve  Act,  as 
amended,  to  extend  for  2  years  the  authority 
of  Federal  Reserve  banks  to  purchase  U.S. 
obligations  directly  front  the  Treasury;  with¬ 
out  amendment  (Ren/  No.  1825).  Referred 
to  the  Committee  of/the  Whole  House  on  the 
State  of  the  Union/ 

Mr.  KILDAY :  committee  on  Armed  Serv¬ 
ices.  H.R.  124l/  A  bill  to  amend  title  10, 
United  States /Code,  to  bring  the  number  of 
cadets  at  the/u.S.  Military  Academy  and  the 
U.S.  Air  Fcnree  Academy  up  to  full  strength; 
with  ameffdment  (Rept.  No.  1826).  Referred 
to  the  Committee  of  the  Whole  House  on  the 
State  of  the  Union. 

Mr /SPENCE:  Committee  on  Banking  and 
Cunrency.  H.R.  12465.  A  bill  to  provide  for 
a  /simpler  method  of  determining  assess¬ 
ments  under  the  Federal  Deposit  Insurance 
ict,  and  for  other  purposes;  without  amend¬ 
ment  (Rept.  No.  1827) .  Referred  to  the  Com¬ 
mittee  of  the  Whole  House  on  the  State  of 
the  Union. 

Mr.  DAVIS  of  Tennessee:  Committee  on 
Public  Works.  H.R.  12530.  A  bill  to  author¬ 
ize  adjustment,  in  the  public  interest,  of 
rentals  under  leases  entered  into  for  the  pro¬ 
vision  of  commercial  recreational  facilities 
at  the  John  H.  Kerr  Reservoir,  Virginia-North 
Carolina;  without  amendment  (Rept.  No. 
1828).  Referred  to  the  Committee  of  the 
Whole  House  on  the  State  of  the  Union. 

Mr.  DAVIS  of  Tennessee:  Committee  on 
Public  Works.  H.R.  12532.  A  bill  to  provide 
compensation  for  certain  property  losses  in 
the  Tuttle  Creek  Reservoir  project,  Kansas; 
without  amendment  (Rept.  No.  1829).  Re¬ 
ferred  to  the  Committee  of  the  Whole  House 
on  the  State  of  the  Union. 

Mr.  DAVIS  of  Tennessee:  Committee  on 
Public  Works.  H.R.  12564.  A  bill  to  author¬ 
ize  multiple-purpose  development  at  Victory 
Reservoir  site,  Vermont;  without  amendment 
(Rept.  No.  1830) .  Referred  to  the  Committee 
of  the  Whole  House  on  the  State  of  the 
Union. 

Mr.  BONNER :  Committee  on  Merchant 
Marine  and  Fisheries.  S.  3106.  An  act  to 
change  the  title  of  the  Assistant  Director  of 
the  Coast  and  Geodetic  Survey;  without 
amendment  (Rept.  No.  1853).  Referred  to 
the  Committee  of  the  Whole  House  on  the 
.State  of  the  Union. 

Mr.  COOLEY :  Committee  on  Agriculture. 
1.  10876.  A  bill  to  amend  section  22  (re¬ 
lating  to  the  endowment  and  support  of 
colleges  of  agriculture  and  the  mechanic 
arts)V>f  the  act  of  June  29,  1935,  to  increase 
the  authorized  appropriation  for  resident 
teachinV  grants  to  land-grant  institutions; 
without 'amendment  (Rept.  No.  1854).  Re¬ 
ferred  to  the  Committee  of  the  Whole  House 
on  the  StatV of  the  Union. 

Mr.  BONNER:  Committee  on  Merchant 
Marine  and  Fisheries.  H.R.  3900.  A  bill  to 
permit  the  use  of  foreign-built  hydrofoil 
vessels  in  the  coastwise  trade  of  the  Com¬ 
monwealth  of  Puerto  Rico;  with  amendment 
(Rept.  No.  1855) .  Referred  to  the  Committee 
of  the  Whole  Hous^  on  the  State  of  the 
Union. 

Mr.  HAYS:  Committee  on  Foreign  Affairs. 
H  R.  808.  A  bill  to  authorize  the  Secretary 
of  State  to  evaluate  in  dollars  certain  finan¬ 
cial  assistance  loans  expressed  in  foreign 
currencies  arising  as  a  resist  of  World  War 
n  and  for  other  purposes;  with  amendment 
(Rept.  No.  1856).  Referred  tovthe  Commit¬ 
tee  of  the  Whole  House  on  theNstate  of  the 
Union. 


{ 


« 


A 


BING! 


i 


OF  INTEREST  TO  THE  DEPARTMENT  OF  AGRICULTURE 


CONTENTS 


Issued 
For  actions  of 


OFFICE  OF 
BUDGET  AND  FINANCE 

(For  Department 
Staff  Only) 

June  16,  1960 
June  15,  1960 
86th-2d,  No.  1 


Acreage  allotment  sX • • « • H 
Agricultural 

appropr  i  at  ions . 1 

Alaska 

Appropriations 

. 1,9,16,17,18 

ARS . 1 

ASC  committees. ......... .2 

Botanical  gardens . 20 

’rucellosis, .............  1 

Contracts. . . 4,22 

Cotton. . 11,41 

Dairy  industry . .....26 

Depressed  areas. ........ 28 

Electrification . 3,40 

Extension  services . .33 

Farm  labor. ............. 30 

Farm  program, . . . 29,43 

Foreign  aid. .. .25,31,35,37 

Foreign  currencies . 24 

Forest  Service . ....13, 

Forestry.. . *^13  Overseas  employees. .....  12 

General  counsels. ...  .X. . 2  Pay  increase . ..2,12,27 

Health  benefits. .. .X* ... 2  Personnel . ,.,,2,12,27  . 

HIGHLIGHTS:  Both'nouses  agreed  to  conference  report  on  agricultura  appropria 
bill.  House  au^committee  voted  to  report  adversely  bill  to  continue  poX.t*y  in¬ 
fection  exertions.  Senate  committee  voted  to  report  bills  to  extend 

for  extra  long  staple  cotton,  and'  to  accelerate  reforestation  programs 


Housing. . , . /y.  • ...... .6 

Import  s ..... .  ...  36 

Information. ,  • .  /X. .....  21 

Item  veto. , .  •  .  . X. . . .  .9 

Land-grant  cjeu  leges. X»«H 
Lands .  • .  .......  8 , 23^33 

Life  insurance. . 2,: 

Marketing. . . 36 

Meat  inspection.. . 42 

Ik.... . 10 

Mutual  security. ....... .25 


Pesticides. . .......15 

Poultry  inspection, . 5 

Price  supports...., . 10 

Property . . . ..*.3 

Public  Law  480. •••••••• .24 

Publications. . . . 21 

Purchasing. . 22 

leclamation. ............32 

iching  grants . 11 

Transportation. .7,12,19,34 
Travel,  cost s,  .........2,12 

Vehicle^.. ...•••...•..•••2 

Watershed^, . . ....14 

Wildlife..  .\ . .....15 


ouse 


Senate  /Committee  reported  bill  to  increase  milk  and  ^Jterf^fi5rj:nereDortr^eAeraj. 
committee  voted  to  report  housing  bill.  Senate  committee  vote  P  gSed  pay 

Government  matters  and  independent  offices  appropriations  bill  .  -  P 

Senate  committee  reported  pay  raise  bill 


.se  bill. 


HOTJSS 


1.  AGRICULTURAL  APPROPRIATION  BILL,  1961.  Both  Houses  agreed  to  the  conference  re¬ 
port  on  this  bill,  H.  R.  12117,  and  acted  on  amendments  in  disagreement 
(PP.  11753-5,  11821-4).  This  bill  will  now  be  sent  to  the  President. 

With  regard  to  Senate  amendment  No.  4,  both  Houses  agreed  to  a  ^ 
amendment  to  provide  that  no  funds  shall  be  used  to  formulate  or  administer  a 
brucellosis  eradication  program  for  the  fiscal  year  1963  (rather  than  fiscal 
year  1962  aT propose d~in  the  Senate  amendment)  that  does  not  require  minimum 

matching  by  any  State  of  at  least  40  percent.  «„h<?titute 

With  regard  to  Senate  amendment  No.  6,  both  Houses  agree 
amendment  ?o  provide  $2,550,000,  to  remain  available  “"^11  expended  for 
for  construction  of  facilities  and  acquisition  o  t  cnece 

by  donation  or  exchange.  The  Senate  amendment  would  have  provided  $3,700,000 
for  this  purpose. 


/  -2- 

PBJISONNEL;  PAY.  By  a  vote  of  378  to  40,  passed  with  amendment  H.  R.  9883,  the 
federal  employees  pay  raise  bill  (pp.  11789-821).  Rejected,  324  to  94,  a 
motion  by  Rep.  Rees  to  recommit  the  bill  to  the  Post  Office  and  Civil  Servic 
Committee  with  instruction  to  report  it  back  with  a  provision  for  a  5  percent 
increase  for  employees  (p.  11820).  Agreed  to  an  amendment  by  Rep.  Morris^.., 
in  the  nature  of  a  substitute  for  the  bill  as  reported  by  the  committee/  which 
providesNfor  a  7-1/2  percent  pay  increase  (rather  than  a  9  percent  increase), 
and  increases  the  salaries  of  general  counsels  of  executive  departments 
(except  Justice)  from  $19,000  to  $20,000  per  annum  (pp.  11816-20) .  /The  bill 
also  provide/yfor  increases  in  the  pay  of  ASC  county  committee  employees 
which  would  be^equal,  so  far  as  practicable,  to  the  increases  provided  for 
corresponding  rates  of  pay  applicable  to  other  classes  of  employees,  and  ex¬ 
tends  to  the  ASC  county  committee  employees  coverage  of  the  civil  service 
retirement,  FederalX employees'  group  life  insurance,  and  Federal  employees' 
health  benefits  programs. 

Passed  without  amendment  H.  R.  12620,  to  provide  for  tzfie  defense  of  suits 
against  Federal  employees  arising  out  of  their  operation  of  motor  vehicles  in 
the  scope  of  their  employment  (pp.  11824).  Rep.  Lane /stated  that  the  bill  was 
similar  to  H.  R.  7577,  vetoed  by  the  President,  except  that  it  had  been  modi¬ 
fied  to  meet  the  President objections  contained  im  his  veto  message. 

The  Government  Operations ^Committee  reported  with  amendment  H.  R.  12273,  to 
amend  the  Administrative  Expenses  Act  so  as  to  provide  for  the  payment  of 
travel  and  transportation  cost  ror  persons  selected  for  appointment  to  certain 
positions  in  the  U.  S.  (H.  Rept.  \879).  p.  14843 

3.  PROPERTY.  The  Government  Operations  NCommit/ee  reported  without  amendment  H.  R. 

9600,  to  authorize  and  direct  the  trahaf^r  of  certain  personal  property  to 
State  and  county  agencies  engaged  in  c^perative  agricultural  extension  work 
(H.  Rept.  1876).  p.  11843 

The  Government  Operations  Committee  reported  without  amendment  H.  R.  11499, 
to  amend  the  Federal  Property  and  Administrative  Services  Act  so  as  to  author¬ 
ize  the  use  of  surplus  personal  property  by  \tate  distribution  agencies 
(H.  Rept.  1878).  p.  11843 

4.  CONTRACTS.  The  Government  Operations  Committee  reported  without  amendment  H,  R. 

12604,  to  amend  the  " ant iki/kback  statute"  so  as  ro  extend  its  provisions  to 
all  negotiated  contracts  (H.  Rept.  1880).  p.  11843'' 

POULTRY. INSPECTION.  The/ Dairy  and  Poultry  Subcommittee\of  the  Agriculture 
Committee  voted  to  report  adversely  to  the  full  committee  H.  R.  11050,  to 
amend  the  Poultry  Products  Inspection  Act  so  as  to  continue  the  authority  to 
exempt  certain  poultry  inspection  plants  beyond  June  30,  1R60.  p.  D556 

6.  HOUSING.  The  Baling  and  Currency  Committee  voted  to  report  w\th  amendment 

(but  did  not  actually  report)  H.  R.  12603,  to  extend  and  amend\laws  relating  to 
the  preservation  and  improvement  of  housing,  p.  D556 


7.  TRANSPORTATION.  The  Interstate  and  Foreign  Commerce  Committee  voted^to  report 
(but  did/not  actually  report)  the  following  bills:  p,  D557 

S.  1509,  with  amendment,  to  amend  the  Interstate  Commerce  Act  so  ak  to  pro¬ 
vide/or  "grandfather"  rights  (preference  rights  for  certain  carriers  operating 
in  the  past)  for  certain  motor  carriers  and  freight  forwarders  in  Alaska/ 

S.  1508,  to  provide  for  the  economic  regulation  of  the  Alaska  Railroad 
ider  the  Interstate  Commerce  Act; 

H.  R.  7937,  to  amend  the  Interstate  Commerce  Act  so  as  to  insure  the  ade¬ 
quacy  of  the  National  railroad  freight  car  supply. 
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project  the  authority  of  the  state  Into 
krealm  of  belief  and  conscience  where, 
according  to  our  political  tradition.  It  has  no 
business;  and  the  individual  may  be  forced 
to  acquit,  himself  of  crimes  and  offenses  left 
so  vague  Nil  at  he  can  be  convicted  on  the 
mere  appearance  of  evil  if  he  cannot  be  con¬ 
victed  of  its  practice. 

Experience  Ngs  taught  us  lessons  about 
political  and  religious  test  oaths  which  are 
all  too  easily  forgotten.  It  was  under  the 
scourge  of  these  otths  that  our  Protestant 
ancestors  emigrated'from  England  to  settle 
In  America;  that  our  Catholic  ancestors 
lost  their  lands  and  lives:  that  Sir  Thomas 
More  died  telling  his  daughter,  “It  was  a 
very  hard  thing  to  compeNme  to  say  either 
precisely  with  it  against  mv  conscience  to 
the  loss  of  my  soul,  or  precisely  against  it 
to  the  destruction  of  my  body”\that  Puritan 
dissenters  and  Quakers  went  ttNdail,  sat  in 
the  stocks  and  had  their  ears  cut  off. 

The  oaths  that  caused  these  sufferings 
grew  to  be  over  a  page  long,  and,\n  the 
words  of  Sir  Frederick  Pollock,  became 
“swollen  with  strange  Imprecations  Nnd 
scoldings,”  until  in  1868  they  were  at  last 
abolished  In  favor  of  the  simple  oath  of 
allegiance. 

“I,  ,  do  swear  that  I  will  be  faith¬ 

ful  and  bear  true  allegiance  to  Her  Majesty 
Queen  Victoria,  her  heirs,  and  successors,  ac¬ 
cording  to  law.  So  help  me  God.” 

These  things  are  easily  forgotten,  but 
colleges  and  universities,  where  history  Is 
studied  and  the  past  is  ever  present,  re¬ 
member  them.  They  were  fresh  in  the  minds 
of  the  framers  of  our  Constitution,  fresh 
enough  for  Alexander  Hamilton  to  denounce 
test  oaths  as  “a  subversion  of  one  great 
principle  of  social  security,  to  wit;  That 
every  man  shall  be  presumed  innocent  until 
he  is  proved  guilty.” 

Their  effect,  said  Hamilton,  “was  to  in¬ 
vert  the  order  of  things,  and  instead  of 
obliging  the  state  to  prove  the  guilt,  in 
order  to  inflict  the  penalty,  it  was  to  oblige 
the  citizen  to  establish  his  own  innocence 
to  avoid  the  penalty.  It  was  to  excite  scru¬ 
ples  in  the  honest  and  conscientious,  and 
to  hold  out  a  bribe  to  perjury.”  All  this, 
Hamilton  concluded,  was  “repugnant  to  the 
true  genius  of  the  common  law”  and  “un¬ 
known  to  the  Constitution.  *  *  *” 

The  colleges  and  universities  recall  more 
(recent  experiences  with  test  oaths  than 
those  which  began  with  the  marital  trou¬ 
bles  of  Henry  VIII.  They  recall  the  oaths 
of  religious  conformity  that  bound  the  early 
American  colleges  in  the  18th  century  and 
were  not  finally  sloughed  off  until  the  19th  _ 
(by  Oxford  and  Cambridge  in  the  middle ' 
of  the  19th) — oaths  that  militated  against 
Catholics  and  Protestant  sects  dissenting 
from  the  established  religion  of  the  insti¬ 
tution. 

They  recall,  too,  the  loyalty  oaths  ifriposed 
by  Congress  in  the  Reconstruction  period 
after  the  Civil  War,  of  which  I/ncoln  de¬ 
clared;  “I  have  found  that  men  who  have 
not  even  been  suspected  of  disloyalty  are  very 
averse  to  taking  an  oath  or  any  sort  as  a 
condition  to  exercising  an  /ordinary  right  of 
citizenship.” 

In  the  words  of  the /Supreme  Court  (in 
Ex  Parte  Garland) ,  “An  enactments  of  this 
kind  partake  of  the  Mature  of  bills  of  pains 
and  penalties,  and /are  subject  to  the  con¬ 
stitutional  inhibitions  against  the  passage  of 
bills  of  attainder/under  which  general  desig¬ 
nation  they  ane  included.” 

For  the  benefit  of  a  generation  which, 
fortunately  for  it,  has  less  knowledge  of  them 
than  the  oien  who  drafted  the  Constitution, 
bills  of  attainder  were  arbitrary  bills  which 
extinguished  the  civil  rights  of  an  individual 
and  enabled  the  state  to  impose  upon  him 
sucy  penalties  as  loss  of  property,  prison, 
death,  without  benefit  of  trial  by  Jury. 
Bills  of  attainder  and  test  oaths  grew  up 


together  in  the  same  country,  in  the  same 
period  of  history  and,  although  they  are 
not  identified  with  one  another  in  modern 
law,  they  partook  of  the  same  essence  in 
their  day  and  served  the  same  brand  of 
Justice. 

The  oaths  of  allegiance,  even  without  the 
objectionable  features  of  the  historic  test 
oaths,  can  be  misused  as  instruments  of  op¬ 
pression  was  proved  by  Hitler.  He  merely 
required  that  civil  servants  and  professors 
swear  allegiance  to  him.  That  was  all  he 
needed  to  give  the  semblance  of  legality  to 
whatever  coercive  steps  he  chose  to  take  to 
compel  their  adherence  to  the  Nazi  Party 
line. 

It  was  in  no  small  measure  his  use  of  the 
oath  that  drove  many  German  university 
professors  into  exile — among  them  many  of 
the  leading  nuclear  scientists  who  enabled 
the  United  States  to  produce  the  atomic 
bomb  instead  of  Germany.  They  and  their 
fellow  exiles  in  other  fields  of  learning,  find¬ 
ing  posts  in  American  universities,  have 
testified  to  the  dangers  of  all  oaths,  however 
innocuous  their  beginning,  in  a  way  that 
has  undoubtedly  made  their  American  col¬ 
leagues  sensitive  to  those  dangers. 

The  colleges  and  universities  do  not  believe 
hat  the  oath  of  allegiance  in  the  National 
fense  Education  Act  will  be  used  as  Hitler 
used  his  oath  of  allegiance.  Indeed,  as 
hav\  already  said,  they  have  accepted /fit. 
But  tne  German  experience,  with  its  pecul¬ 
iarly  direct  and  intimate  significance  Yo  our 
college  and  university  community,  sYd  that 
eomunity’sscontinually  fresh  memo/y  of  tgfe 
political  ana,  religious  test  oaths/m  Anglo.-- 
American  history,  make  it  that/much  more 
anxious  lest  the  disclaimer  affidavit  bend  ^ 
the  present  oatn\pf  allegiance  in  the  direc-f 


MESSAGE  FROM  THE  HOUSE 

A  message  from  the  House  of  Repyfe- 
sentatives,  by  Mr.  Maurer,  one  of’  its 
reading  clerks,  announced  that"  the 
House  had  agreed  to  the  report/of  the 
committee  of  conference  on  /the  dis¬ 
agreeing  votes  of  the  two  Houses  on  the 
amendments  of  the  Senat&'to  the  bill 
(H.R.  12117)  making  appropriations  for 
the  Department  of  Agriculture  and 
Farm  Credit  Administration  for  the 
fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1961,  and  for 
other  purposes,  and/that  the  House  re¬ 
ceded  from  its  /disagreement  to  the 
amendments  of  the  Senate  numbered  4 
and  6  to  the  bin,  and  concurred  therein 
each  with  an'  amendment,  in  which  it 
requested  the  concurrence  of  the  Senate. 

The  message  also  announced  that  the 
House  h/a  passed  a  bill  (H.R.  9883)  to 
adjust  ><he  rates  of  basic  compensation 
of  certain  officers  and  employees  of  the 
Federal  Government,  and  for  other  pur- 
es,  in  which  it  requested  the  con- 
rrence  of  the  Senate. 

HOUSE  BILL  PLACED  ON  CALENDAR 

The  bin  (H.R.  9883)  to  adjust  the 
rates  of  basic  compensation  of  certain 
officers  and  employees  of  the  Federal 
Government,  and  for  other  purposes, 
was  read  twice  by  its  title  and  placed  on 
the  calendar. 


tion  of  either.  Hence  it  is/{hat  much  more 
critical  of  the  affidaVjt  anjr  more  strongly  in 
favor  of  its  repeal. 

Underlying  this  con^fern  with  test  oaths, 
in  fact  underlying  the  whole  position  of  the 
colleges  and  universities  i\  this  controversy, 
is  their  concern  for  freedom^  For  centuries, 
in  Europe  as  well/as  in  England  and  America, 
they  have  struggled  for  the  right  to  pursue 
learning  for  Us  own  sake  without  interfer¬ 
ence  by  chupch  or  state.  They  hNre  done  so 
not  because  they  thought  society  owed  them 
this  righy  as  a  mark  of  respect  or  rNspecial 
privilege;  but  because  they  have  regarded  it 
as  a  fimctional  necessity  identical  with  free- 
dorryof  the  press  and  similar  to  freedoniSpf 
speech,  freedom  of  religion,  and  freedom 
;embly. 

In  this  historical  perspective,  they  see  a 
consistent  use  of  oaths  like  the  disclaimer 
affidavit  as  instruments  of  coercion  con¬ 
formism,  and  oppression,  which  are  enemies 
of  learning  as  much  as  they  are  opposites 
of  freedom.  If,  now,  our  colleges  and  uni¬ 
versities  are  to  serve  the  cause  of  freedom 
and  discharge  the  solemn  duties  with  which 
the  public,  through  the  National  Defense 
Education  Act,  has  vested  them,  they  can 
do  so  effectively  only  through  procedures  con¬ 
sistent  with  both  freedom  and  learning. 

Again  and  again  history  affords  object 
lessons  of  what  happens  to  learning  when 
it  is  denied  the  freedom  that  is  its  natural 
medium.  Nazi  Germany  is  a  glaring  exam¬ 
ple.  A  nation  that  cannot  trust  its  intel¬ 
lectuals  cannot  trust  itself.  A  people  that 
is  afraid  to  expose  its  political  and  social 
institutions  to  the  curiosity  and  criticism  of 
the  rising  generation  is  not  free;  by  what 
ever  method  it  whispers  this  fear  to  itself, 
it  shouts  its  insecurity  to  the  world. 

It  is  not  the  disclaimer  affidavit  that  will 
make  our  colleges  and  universities  bul¬ 
warks  of  our  security,  nor  even  the  oath  of 
allegiance,  which  they  accept.  It  is  our 
trust  in  them  to  pursue  the  course  the  Na¬ 
tion  has  set  for  them — a  course  they  can 
pursue  in  freedom  and  in  no  other  way, 


DEPARTMENT  OF  AGRICULTURE 

AND  FARM  CREDIT  ADMINISTRA¬ 
TION  APPROPRIATION  BILL— CON¬ 
FERENCE  REPORT 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  Mr.  President,  I  sub¬ 
mit  a  report  of  the  committee  of  con¬ 
ference  bn  the  disagreeing  votes  of  the 
two  Houses  on  the  amendments  of  the 
Senate  to  the  bill  (H.R.  12117)  making 
appropriations  for  the  Department  of 
Agriculture  and  Farm  Credit  Adminis¬ 
tration  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June 
30,  1961,  and  for  other  purposes.  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  for  the  present  con¬ 
sideration  of  the  report. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  re¬ 
port  will  be  read  for  the  information  of 
the  Senate. 

The  legislative  clerk  read  the  report. 

(For  conference  report,  see  House 
proceedings  of  June  14,  1960,  p.  11698, 
Congressional  Record.) 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  present  consideration 
of  the  report? 

There  being  no  objection,  the  report 
was  considered  and  agreed  to. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  laid  before 
the  Senate  a  message  from  the  House  of 
Representatives  announcing  its  action  on 
certain  amendments  of  the  Senate  to 
House  bill  12117,  which  was  read  as 
follows : 

Resolved,  That  the  House  agree  to  the  re¬ 
port  of  the  committee  of  conference  on  the 
disagreeing  votes  of  the  two  Houses  on  the 
amendments  of  the  Senate  to  the  bill  (H.R. 
12117)  entitled  “An  act  making  appropria¬ 
tions  for  the  Department  of  Agriculture  and 
Farm  Credit  Administration  for  the  fiscal 
year  ending  June  30,  1961,  and  for  other  pur¬ 
poses”, 
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That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagree¬ 
ment  to  the  amendment  of  the  Senate  num¬ 
bered  4,  and  concur  therein  with  an  amend¬ 
ment,  as  follows:  In  lieu  of  the  figure  “1962” 
in  said  amendment  insert  "1963”. 

That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagree¬ 
ment  to  the  amendment  of  the  Senate  num¬ 
bered  6,  and  concur  therein  with  an  amend¬ 
ment,  as  follows:  In  lieu  of  the  matter  pro¬ 
posed  by  said  amendment  insert: 


"construction  of  facilities 

“For  construction  of  facilities  and  acqui¬ 
sition  of  the  necessary  land  therefor  by  do¬ 
nation  or  exchange,  $2,560,000,  to  remain 
available  until  expended.” 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  Mr.  President,  I  move 
that  the  Senate  concur  in  the  amend¬ 
ments  of  the  House  to  the  amendments 
of  the  Senate  numbered  4  and  6. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to. 


Mr.  RUSSELL.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  to  have  printed  in 
the  Record  at  this  point  as  part  of  my 
remarks  a  comparative  table  of  appro¬ 
priations  for  I960,  and  estimates  and 
amounts  recommended  in  the  bill  for 
1961. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  table 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows: 


Comparative  table  of  appropriations  for  1960  and  estimates  and  amounts  recommended  in  bill  for  1961 

REGULAR  ACTIVITIES  (TITLE  I) 


Agency  and  Item 


Agricultural  Research  Service: 

Salaries  and  expenses: 

Research - - - - - - 

Plant  and  animal  disease  and  pest  control _ 

Meat  inspection _ 

Total,  salaries  and  expenses - - - - - 

Salaries  and  expenses  (special  foreign  currency  program)... . . 

Construction  of  facilities . . . . . . ... 

State  experiment  stations: 

Payments  to  States  and  Puerto  Rico _ 

Penalty  mail _ 

Total,  State  experiment  stations _ _ _ _ _ 

Total,  Agricultural  Research  Service _ 

Extension  Service: 

Payments  to  States  and  Puerto  Rico _ 

Retirement  costs  for  extension  agents _ _ ... 

Penalty  mail _ _ * - 

Federal  Extension  Service . . . 

Total,  Extension  Service _ _ 

Farmer  Cooperative  Service _ _ _ _ 

A 

Soil  Conservation  Service:  ,' 

Conservation  operations _ _ 

Watershed  protection _ 

Flood  prevention _ _ _ 

Water  conservation  and  utilization  projects _ _ _ 

Great  Plains  conservation  program _ _ _ 

Total,  Soil  Conservation  Service _ _ _ _ _ _ 

Agricultural  Conservation  Program  Service:  Agricultural  conservation  program. 

Agricultural  Marketing  Service: 

Marketing  Research  and  Service: 

Marketing  research  and  agricultural  estimates . 

Marketing  services _ _ _ _ _ _ - . . 

Total,  Marketing  Research  and  Service . . . . . . 

Payments  to  States  and  possessions _ 

School  lunch  program _ _ _ _ _ 

Total,  Agricultural  Marketing  Service . . . . . . ... 

Foreign  Agricultural  Service: 

Salaries  and  expenses _ _ _ 

Salaries  and  expenses  (special  foreign  currency  program) _ 

Total,  Foreign  Agricultural  Service _ 

Commodity  Exchange  Authority _ 

Commodity  Stabilization  Service: 

Acreage  allotments  and  marketing  quotas _ _ _ _ 

Sugar  Act  program _ 

Conservation  reserve  program _ 

Total,  Commodity  Stabilization  Service.. _ _ _ _ 

Federal  Crop  Insurance  Corporation:  Operating  and  administrative  expenses... 

Rural  Electrification  Administration:  Salaries  and  expenses _ _ 

Farmers  Home  Administration:  Salaries  and  expenses _ _ _ 

Office  of  the  General  Counsel _ _ 

Office  of  Secretary _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ 

Office  of  Information _ 

Library _ 

Total,  regular  activities _ 


Appropriations, 

1960 

Budget  esti¬ 
mates,  1961 

Recommended 
in  House  bill, 
1961 

Amount  recom¬ 
mended  in  Sen. 
ate  bill,  1961 

Conference 

allowance, 

1961 

$67, 721,  590 
49, 800, 600 
21,  324,  900 

$68, 981, 700 
48,  775,  600 
21, 562, 700 

$67, 934, 000 
52,  Oil,  000 
21,  562, 000 

$70, 247,  600 
52, 236, 000 
21, 562, 000 

$68,827,200 
62, 236, 000 
21, 562, 000 

138, 847,  090 
12, 056,  500 

139, 320,  000 
15, 131,  500 
900,000 

32,  553, 708 
250, 000 

141, 507, 000 
15, 131, 000 

144, 045, 600 
15, 131,  000 
3,  700, 000 

32, 553, 708 
250, 000 

142,  625, 200 
15, 131, 000 
2, 650, 000 

32,  553, 000 
250,000 

31,  553, 708 
250,000 

31, 553, 000 
250, 000 

31, 803, 708 
182,  707, 298 

32, 803, 708 
188, 155, 208 

31, 803, 000 
188, 441,  000 

32, 803, 708 
195,  680, 308 

32, 803, 000 
193, 109, 200 

53, 715,000 
5,674,375 
2, 491, 307 
2, 242, 540 

66, 580, 000 
6,961,000 
2, 491, 307 
2, 392, 660 

55, 715, 000 
5, 875, 000 
2, 490, 000 
2, 255, 000 

57, 715, 000 
5, 901, 000 
2, 490, 000 
2, 275, 000 

66,715,000 
6, 961, 000 
2,  490, 000 
2, 265,  000 

64, 123, 222 
615, 800 

67, 424, 967 
644, 650 

66,335,000 

620,000 

68, 441, 000 
620,000 

67,431,000 

620,000 

82,322,000 
22,  750, 000 
18,000,000 
75,000 
10, 000, 000 

82,882,000 
27, 750, 000 
15, 000, 000 

83, 132, 000 
32, 000, 000 
18,000,000 

83, 132, 000 
37,000,000 
18,000,000 

83, 132, 000 
35, 000, 000 
18, 000, 000 

10, 000, 000 

10, 000, 000 

10,000,000 

10, 000, 000 

133, 147, 000 
241,  500, 000 

135,  632, 000 
242, 600, 000 

143, 132, 000 
242, 000, 000 

148, 132, 000 
242,000,000 

146, 132, 000 
242, 000, 000 

15,412,500 

26,054,600 

16,571,600 
26, 670, 400 

16,315,000 

16,605,000 
26, 579, 900 

16,515,000 
26, 579, 900 

41, 467, 100 
1,195,000 
1110,000,000 

43, 141, 900 
1,195,000 
>110,000,000 

16,315,000 

1,195,000 

>110,000,000 

43,184, 900 
1,195,000 
>  110,000,000 

43,094,900 

1,195,000 

>110,000,000 

162, 662, 100 

154,336, 900 

127, 510,000 

154,379,900 

154, 289, 900 

1  3, 518, 300 
5,843,378 

>  4,637,300 
14, 621,  800 

«  4, 447, 000 
14,  621,  000 

•  4, 487, 000 
14, 621, 000 

>  4, 487, 000 
14, 621, 000 

9, 361, 678 
909, 500 

19,  259, 100 
941,325 

19, 068, 000 
930, 000 

19, 108, 000 
941, 325 

19, 108, 000 
940,000 

» 40, 535, 000 
71, 500, 000 
335, 000, 000 

40, 135, 000 
74,  500, 000 
361,783,000 

40, 135, 000 
74, 500, 000 
310,000,000 

40, 135, 000 
74,  500, 000 
335, 000, 000 

40, 135, 000 
74, 500, 000 
330,000,000 

447,035,000 
6, 376, 700 
9, 632, 000 
30, 744, 750 
3, 162,  025 
2, 881,  000 
1, 431,  665 
831,  900 

476,418,000 
6,376,700 
9, 632,  000 
31, 467,  650 
3, 358, 845 
2,  899,  500 
1,  478,  685 
895,  660 

424,635,000 
6,376,000 
9,  632,  000 
30, 500,  000 
3, 358, 000 
2, 899,  500 
1, 478, 000 
895,  000 

449, 635, 000 
6, 376, 000 
9, 632, 000 
31, 467, 650 
3, 358, 000 
2, 899,  500 
1,  523, 000 
895,  000 

444,635,000 
6, 376,  000 
9,  632, 000 
31,  0.50, 000 
3,358,000 
2,  899,  500 
1, 488,  000 
895,  000 

1, 287, 121, 638 

1,341,521, 190 

1, 267, 809,  500 

1, 335, 088, 683 

1,323,963,600 

Footnotes  at  end  of  table, 

v 


1960 
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Agency  and  item 

Appropriations, 

1960 

Budget  esti¬ 
mates,  1961 

Recommended 
in  House  bill, 
1961 

Amountrecom- 
mended  in  Sen¬ 
ate  bill,  1961 

Conference 

allowance, 

1961 

Federal  Crop  Insurance  Corporation:  Administrative  and  operating  expenses . 

Commodity  Credit  Corporation: 

Restoration  of  capital  impairment . . 

Reimbursements  for  special  activities: 

International  Wheat  Agreement . 

Emergency  famine  relief _ 

Sales  for  local  currencies  (Public  Law  480) _ _ _ 

Migratory  waterfowl  feed-.- - - - - . - . . 

($2, 330, 000) 

‘  2, 110, 424, 413 

63,  875,  000 
104,  508,  000 
9G8,  016, 000 
35,  000 
129,  000,  000 
1, 053,  500 
1, 607, 000 

($2, 830, 000) 

1,325,000,000 

49, 042, 000 
115,000,000 
881,  000,  000 
35,  000 
422,  950,  000 

($2, 630, 000) 

1,  226,  500, 000 

32,  572,  000 
107,  094,  000 
881,  000,  000 
18,000 
422,  950, 000 

($2, 630, 000) 

1,  226, 500, 000 

32, 572, 000 
107,  094,  000 
881,  000,  000 
18,  000 
422,  950, 000 

($2, 630, 000) 

1, 226,  500, 000 

32,  572, 000 
107,  094,  000 
881,  000,  000 
18,  000 
422,  950,  000 

715,  000 

Total  reimbursements  for  special  activities . . . . - . . 

Administrative  expense  limitation - - - - — 

1,  268,  097,  500 

6  (42,  400,  000) 

1, 468,  742,  000 
(48,  428,  000) 

1,  443,  634, 000 
(44,  726,  000) 

1,  443,  634, 000 
(45, 726, 000) 

1,  443,  634,  000 
(45,  726,  000) 

3,  378,  521,  913 

2, 793, 742, 000 

2,  670, 134,  000 

2,  670, 134, 000 

2,  670, 134,  000 

RELATED  AGENCIES  (TITLE  III) 

Limitation  on  administrative  expenses:  Farm  Credit  Administration... - - 

•  ($2,310,000) 

($2,  480, 000) 

($2,  480, 000) 

($2, 480, 000) 

($2, 480, 000) 

Total,  titles  I,  II,  and  HI. . 

4,  665, 643,  551 

4, 135, 263, 190 

3,  937, 943,  500 

4, 005, 222,  683 

3, 994, 097, 600 

Loan  authorizations 

■ 

Agency  and  item 

Authorizations, 

1960 

Budget  esti¬ 
mates,  1961 

Recommended 
in  House  bill, 
1961 

Amount  recom¬ 
mended  in 
senate  bill,  1961 

Conference 
allowance,  1961 

Rural  Electrification  Administration: 

1  $136, 000, 000 
’  104, 000, 000 

$110, 000, 000 
80, 000, 000 

$110, 000, 000 
80, 000, 000 

$110, 000, 000 
80,000,000 

$110,000,000 
80, 000, 000 

Telephone . - . - . - . - 

Total,  Rural  Electrification  Administration . . . 

240, 000, 000 

190, 000, 000 

«  190, 000, 000 

*  190, 000,  000 

•  190, 000,  000 

Farmers  Home  Administration: 

26,  900, 000 
197, 100.  000 
2,  000, 000 

20, 000, 000 
154,  000, 000 
3, 000, 000 

26, 900, 000 
197, 100,  000 
3, 000,  000 

26,  900,  000 
197, 100, 000 
3, 000,  000 

26,  900, 000 
197, 100,  000 
3,  000, 000 

Farm  operation  (production  and  subsistence) - - - 

soil  and  water  conservation . . . . - . 

Total,  Farmers  Home  Administration . 

“  226, 000, 000 

177,  000,  000 

1“  227,  000, 000 

1“  227, 000,  000 

>“  227, 000, 000 

Total,  loan  authorizations . . - . 

466,  000,  000 

367, 000,  000 

417, 000,  000 

417, 000,  000 

Permanent  authorizations 


Agency  and  item 

Authorizations, 

1960 

Budget  estimates, 
1961 

Increase  or 
decrease 

$30, 000 

251, 446, 365 
670, 000 

— $30, 000 

+66,  553, 635 

Agricultural  Marketing  Service: 

$318, 000, 000 
670, 000 

252,116,365 
50,  050, 313 

318, 670, 000 
51, 000, 000 

+66,  553,  635 
+949,  687 

302, 196,  678 

369,  670, 000 

+67,473,322 

l  In  addition.  $43,657,248  transferred  from  sec.  32  funds  in  fiscal  year  1900,  transfer 
of  $40,000,000  budgeted  for  fiscal  year  1961,  and  $45,000,000  recommended  in  bill  for 

1961. 

a  In  addition,  $2,493,000  transferred  from  sec.  32  funds  in  fiscal  year  I960,  transfer 
of  $2,539,000  budgeted  for  fiscal  year  1961,  $2,493,000  recommended  in  House  bill,  and 
$2,539,000  recommended  by  Senate,  and  agreed  to  in  conference. 

3  Includes  $1,400,000  appropriated  in  Second  Supplemental  Appropriation  Act, 
1960 

4  Includes  $675,000,000  appropriated  in  Second  Supplemental  Appropriation  Act, 
1960 

t includes  additional  $400,000  authorized  in  Second  Supplemental  Appropriation 
Act,  1960. 


« Includes  additional  $185,000  authorized  in  Second  Supplemental  Appropriation 
Act  1960. 

7  includes  $25,000,000  contingency  authorized  in  1960  Appropriation  Act,  but  not 
requested  in  budget,  1961.  .  .  .  ,  .  ,  ' ,  , 

s  in  addition,  contingency  of  $50,000,000  authorized  for  each  program  for  1961  in 
House  bill,  raised  to  $60,000,000  for  each  program  by  Senate,  and  agreed  to  in  con- 
f  crcncG. 

“Includes  $20,000,000  contingency  authorization  provided  in  1960  Appropriation 
Act,  but  not  requested  in  budget,  1961.  . 

u  In  addition,  contingency  of  $40,000,000  authorized  for  1961. 


NATION  OF  AFFIDAVIT  OF 
DISLOYALTY 
The  SenatereShmeiJ  consideration  of 
the  bill  (S.  2929)  to  amefld-thsNational 
Defense  Education  Act  of  1958  iTr'ec£ier 
to  repeal  certain  provisions  requiring  af 
fidavits  of  belief. 

Mr.  GOLDWATER.  Mr.  President,  I 
should  like  to  keep  the  Record  straight, 
and  we  are  going  to  try  to  keep  it  straight 
as  we  go  along.  I  should  like  specific^ 
to  refer  to  other  areas  wherg^adtrCation 
is  provided  with  FedecaJ-fnffcIs  and  where 
oaths  are  requi^edT"’ I  read  from  the  Con¬ 


gressional  Digest  of  April  1960,  volume 
39,  No.  4: 

At  the  request  of  the  Senate  Committee 
on  Labor  and  Public  Welfare,  the  Legislative 
Reference  Service  of  the  Library  of  Con- 
ress  performed  a  survey  of  all  the  depaj 
meflts-sfid  most  of  the  agenciesjtf^iiS'Fed- 
eral  GovernTneaito  detsmaaifTewhich  ones 
require  loyal ty^a±Ss^t!disclaimers  of  sub- 
versivegifiiratfon. 

"lam  not  going  through  all  of 
statements,  but  only  enough  in  order  to 
keep  the  Record  straight.  We  will  put 
more  in  as  the  Record  is  bent  a  little. 


n. 


Oaths  and  Disclaimers  Specifically^ 
quired  by  Statute 

NATIONAL  SCIENCE-^POIj’nDATION 
The  only^j£q«tfement  of  this  nature  ad- 
mimsterffjby  the  National  Science  Founda- 
on  is  contained  in  section  16(d)  of  the 
National  Science  Foundation  Act  of  1950,  as 
amended  (42  U.S.C.  1861-1875),  which  re¬ 
quires  a  loyalty  affidavit  and  oath  of  al¬ 
legiance  from  persons  receiving  payments 
under  foundation  scholarships  or  fellowships. 

RIDGES.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator'51el42„ 

Mr.  GOLDWATER.  .JI  yield. 
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Mr.  BRIDGES.  Is  it  true  that  the 
National  Science  Foundation  has  been  in 
operation  for  10  years? 

Mr.  GOLDWATER.  Just  about  10 

years. 

Mr.  BRIDGES.  And  does  the  United 
States  of  America,  through  the  National 
Science  Foundation,  provide  education 
for  certain  youngpeople? 

Mr.  GOLDWATER.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  BRIDGES.  \n  all  that  period  of 
time  has  the  Senatokfrom  Arizona  heard 
any  great  objectionsNo  that  program? 

Mr.  GOLDWATER.  NThe  Senator  has 
never  heard  any  complaint  about  it. 

Mr.  BRIDGES.  As  a  matter  of  fact, 
following  the  subject  a  step\further,  the 
National  Science  Foundation  require¬ 
ments  are  very  similar  to  thote  of  the 
National  Defense  Education  Act\  There 
is  no  legislation  introduced  relating  to 
these  provisions  in  the  National  Science 
Foundation  Act,  which  was  enactea\jn 
1950.  And  the  National  Defense  Educ; 
tion  Act  was  in  effect  about  a  year  be-'' 
fore  all  the  furor  started.  ’  Is  this  not 
correct? 

Mr.  GOLDWATER.  The  Senator  is 
correct. 

Mr.  BRIDGES.  I  compliment  the  Sen¬ 
ator.  He  is  always  forthright  and  cour¬ 
ageous.  I  am  glad  that  he  mentioned 
the  fact  that  a  national  organization  of 
college  students  exists  in  this  country 
with  headquarters  here  in  Washington 
and  with  representatives  in  colleges 
throughout  the  country.  This  organiza¬ 
tion  is  composed  of  young  men  and 
women  who  stand  up  without  fear  and 
do  not  hesitate  to  take  the  oath  of  loyalty 
to  the  United  States  or  to  sign  an  anti¬ 
communist  affidavit  or  disclaimer.  I  sa¬ 
lute  the  membership  of  this  organiza¬ 
tion. 

Mr.  GOLDWATER.  Mr.  President,  to 
proceed  a  little  further,  when  the  year 
1960  ends  I  will  have  visited  with  55  dif¬ 
ferent  educational  organizations  at  the 
student  level,  either  in  a  classroom  or  in 
my  own  office,  and  such  a  small  number 
of  those  people  express  dissatisfaction 
with  this  program  that  it  would  be  im¬ 
possible  for  me  to  give  the  complaints 
any  value  which  would  approach  1 
percent. 

In  reading  through  this  list  I  see  the/ 
name  of  my  own  school.  It  is  not 
alma  mater  because  I  never  graduated 
from  a  college.  I  refer  to  the  University 
of  Arizona.  I  recall  speaking  at  the  an¬ 
nual  meeting  of  the  Arizona  Pioneer  His¬ 
torical  Society  at  the  university^ast  year, 
and  the  president  sat  next  to/me.  I  had 
gone  through  my  library,  remembering 
that  I  had  it  in  my  possession,  and  I 
found  a  loyalty  oath  and/disclaimer  that 
had  been  sworn  to  by/that  illustrious 
American,  John  C.  Fremont,  before  he 
became  Governor  of/Arizona.  In  fact,  it 
was  before  1880.  Y  jokingly  said  to  the 
president,  who  is  A  good  friend  of  mine, 
that  if  it  was  good  enough  for  a  Gov¬ 
ernor  of  Arizoffa,  it  was  good  enough  for 
a  student. 

Mr.  CL^tK.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  GOLDWATER.  I  yield. 

Mr/CLARK.  Did  the  affidavit  which 
John  C.  Fremont  took  have  reference  to 
the  Communist  Party? 


Mr.  GOLDWATER.  I  do  not  recall 
that  it  spelled  out  Communists,  but  it 
talked  about  advocating  the  overthrow 
of  the  U.S.  Government.  I  am  trying 
to  find  it.  When  I  find  it  I  will  put  it 
in  the  Record  and  the  Senator  can  see 
it.  It  is  a  much  more  substantial  oath 
than  the  one  we  are  asking  students  to 
take. 

To  continue  my  remarks  concerning 
the  study  that  was  made  by  the  Legis¬ 
lative  Reference  Service  of  the  Library 
of  Congress  under  the  heading  “Depart¬ 
ment  of  Defense,”  we  find  the  follow¬ 
ing: 

Section  624  of  the  Department  of  De¬ 
fense  Appropriation  Act,  1959  (recurring 
appropriation  act  provision)  reads: 

“No  part  of  the  funds  appropriated  herein 
shall  he  expended  for  the  support  of  any 
formally  enrolled  student  in  basic  courses 
of  the  senior  division,  reserve  officers  train¬ 
ing  corps,  who  has  not  executed  a  certifi¬ 
cate  of  loyalty  oath  in  such  form  as  shall 
be  prescribed  by  the  Secretary  of  Defense.” 

Under  the  Department  of  Health, 
Education,  ahd  Welfare  regulations 
under  the  Vocational  Rehabilitation  Act 
it  unprovided  that  in  order  to  be  eligible 
for  ax  traineeship  award  under  sectic 
7(a)  (3\  of  the  act,  an  individual  must 
“have  executed  and  filed  with  the  Office 
of  Vocational  Rehabilitation  an  affidavit 
that  he  does  not  advocate,  and,/s  not  a 
member  of  any  organization  ttrat  advo¬ 
cates  or  teacn^s,  the  overthrow  of  the 
U.S.  Government  by  force  at  violence  or 
by  any  illegal  or  up  const  i^ational  meth¬ 
ods.” 

Under  the  regulaktopfe  of  the  Public 
Health  Service  Act  tfiere  is  a  require¬ 
ment  for  a  loyalty  datikand  disclaimer 
in  order  to  be  eligible  forNregular  Public 
Health  Service  Research  feNpwships  and 
for  National  Institutes  of  Health  train¬ 
eeship  aware 

My  whole^urpose  in  recitingSthe  few 
cases  that 1  have  recited  is  to  point  out 
that  not  only  are  there  precedents  under 
acts  which  carry  the  words  “national 
defense’’  in  their  titles,  but  that  it 
also /fie  historic  procedure  used  in  gov¬ 
ernment  all  through  the  country.  It  is 
thing  new  to  require  students  to  take 
ich  an  oath.  I  cannot  for  the  life  of 
'me  understand  why  some  of  our  educa¬ 
tors — and  I  might  say  some  of  them  are 
among  our  most  learned  and  highly  re¬ 
spected  educators — have  taken  the  atti¬ 
tude  that  they  have  taken  on  this  par¬ 
ticular  subject.  That  is  the  extent  of 
the  remarks  I  care  to  make  on  this  sub¬ 
ject.  I  suggest  the  absence  of  a  quorum. 

Mr.  THURMOND.  Mr.  President, 
will  the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  GOLDWATER.  I  withhold  my 
suggestion.  I  yield  to  my  friend  the 
Senator  from  South  Carolina. 

Mr.  THURMOND.  I  should  like  to 
ask  the  distinguished  Senator  if  it  is  not 
true  that  every  member  of  the  staff  and 
every  Member  of  the  Senate  and  House 
signs  an  affidavit  which  is  substantially 
the  same  as  the  non-Communist  affida¬ 
vit  provided  in  the  National  Defense 
Education  Act? 

Mr.  GOLDWATER.  I  think  it  is  sub¬ 
stantially  the  same.  We  swear  to  de¬ 
fend  the  Constitution  against  all  ene¬ 
mies,  foreign  and  domestic,  I  certainly 
believe  that  covers  it. 


Mr.  THURMOND.  The  language  oj 
the  affidavit  which  is  subscribed  to 
every  staff  member  in  the  Senate  fi/as 
follows : 

No  person  shall  accept  or  hold  office  or 
employment  In  the  Government/  of  the 
United  States  or  any  agency  thereof,  in¬ 
cluding  wholly  owned  Government  corpora¬ 
tions,  who — 

(1)  advocates  the  overthrow  of  our  con¬ 
stitutional  form  of  government  in  the 
United  States; 

(2)  is  a  member  of  ar/  organization  that 
advocates  the  overthrow  of  our  constitu¬ 
tional  form  of  government  in  the  United 
States,  knowing  th^e  such  organization  so 
advocates; 

(3)  participates/' in  any  strike  or  asserts 
the  right  to  strike  against  the  Government 
of  the  United  States  or  such  agency;  or 

(4)  is  a  member  of  an  organization  of 
Governmen y  employees  that  asserts  the 
right  to  sifrike  against  the  Government  of 
the  Unitea  States  or  such  agencies,  knowing 
that  su/h  organization  asserts  such  right. 

Is/not  this  oath  substantially  similar 
to  Jme  oath  required  under  the  National 
Sfense  Education  Act?  If  that  is  the 
fase,  if  every  person  who  works  for  the 
Government  of  the  United  States,  in¬ 
cluding  every  secretary  who  works  for 
a  Member  of  Congress,  takes  such  an 
oath,  why  should  there  be  any  question 
about  anyone  who  is  to  get  a  grant  or  a 
loan  to  go  to  school  to  pursue  further 
learning  in  an  institution  making  such 
an  affidavit.  Why  should  there  be  any 
question  about  any  student  or  any 
teacher  making  such  an  affidavit? 

If  a  person  is  not  a  Communist,  and  if 
he  does  not  advocate  the  overthrow  of 
our  Government  by  force  or  violence, 
why  does  he  not  have  the  courage  to  say 
so?  Why  should  he  wish  to  hide  behind 
something?  There  may  be  the  insinua¬ 
tion  that  he  is  a  Communist.  Frankly, 
I  believe  that  some  of  them  are  Com¬ 
munists.  I  believe  that  is  the  reason 
why  some  teachers  and  students  refuse 
to  take  the  oath. 

I  do  not  say  that  all  the  students  and 
teachers  who  oppose  the  oath  are  Com¬ 
munists,  but  it  is  my  film  opinion  that 
.some  of  the  leaders  in  this  movement  in 
pme  of  these  institutions  who  are  try- 
to  get  the  oath  requirement  repealed 
arekCommunists.  I  believe  some  of  them 
are  fellow  travelers.  I  believe  they  arc 
pushing  this  program  in  order  to  foster 
the  cause  of  communism  in  this  country. 

I  know'rtiere  are  a  great  many  good 
people  who'believe  in  the  contention  that 
is  made  witlkrespect  to  the  affidavit  on 
the  ground  ofVcademic  freedom.  They 
feel  that  academic  freedom  and  freedom 
of  speech  are  involved.  They  believe 
that  the  rights  of  \n  individual  should 
not  be  violated. 

However,  in  this  day\nd  age,  when  we 
are  threatened  with  communism,  which 
is  the  greatest  threat  that  our  country 
has  ever  faced,  it  is  no  time  to  quibble, 
it  is  not  time  for  the  American  people  to 
show  any  patience  toward  anyone  who 
is  not  for  100  percent  Americanism  in 
the  making  of  a  loan  or  grant  to  a,  per¬ 
son.  Otherwise,  we  would  be  mkfely 
furthering  the  education  of  such  a 
son,  who  has  a  warped  mind  or  is  a  Cor 
munist  or  a  fellow  traveler,  and  who 
use  his  further  knowledge  to  harm  this 
country. 
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r.  Green  of  Pennsylvania  with  Mr.  Taylor. 
Buckley  with  Mr.  Burdick. 

JENNINGS  changed  his  vote  from 
"yea’Nto  “nay.” 

The\esult  of  the  vote  was  announced 
as  abovb^ecorded. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  question  is  on 
the  passageof  the  bill. 

Mr.  MORRISON.  Mr.  Speaker,  on 
this  I  ask  for  the  yeas  and  nays. 

The  yeas  abd  nays  were  ordered. 

The  question  was  taken;  and  there 
were — yeas  378\nays  40,  not  voting  14, 
as  follows; 

[Roll  No.  134] 

YEAS— 378 


Abbltt 
Abernethy 
Adair 
Addonizio 
Albert 
Alexander 
Alford 
Andersen, 
Minn. 
Anderson, 
Mont. 
Andrews 
Anfuso 
Ashley 
Ashmore 
Aspinall 
Auchincloss 
Avery 
Ayres 
Bailey 
Baker 
Baldwin 
Baring 
Barr 
Barrett 
Barry 
Bass,  N.H. 

Bass,  Tenn. 
Bates 
Baumhart 
Becker 
Beckworth 
Belcher 
Bennett,  Fla. 
Bennett,  Mich. 
Betts 
Blatnik 
Blitch 
Boggs 
Boland 
Bolling 
Bolton 
Bonner 
Bosch 
Bow 
Bowles 
Boykin 
Brademas 
Bray 
Breeding 
Brewster 
Brock 
Brooks,  La. 
Brooks,  Tex. 
Broomfield 
Brown,  Ga. 
Brown,  Mo. 
Brown,  Ohio 
Broyhlll 
Burke,  Ky. 
Burke,  Mass. 
Burleson 
Byrne,  Pa. 
Cahill 
Canfield 
Cannon 
Casey 
Celler 
Chamberlair 
Chelf 
Chenowett 
Chiperfieljj 
Church 
Clark 
Coad 
Coffin, 

Cohei 
Colli 
Cor 
Co/k 
C/oley 


Corbett’ 
Cramer 
Cunningham 
Curtin 
Curtis,  Mas 
Daddario 
Dague 
Daniels 
Davis,  Ga. 
Davis,  Tenn. 
Dawson 
Delaney 
Dent 
Denton 
Derounian 
Derwinski 
Devine 
Diggs 
Dingell 
Dixon 
Donohue 
Dooley 
Dorn,  N.Y. 
Dowdy 
Downing 
Doyle 
Dulski 
Dwye" 
Edmondson 
Elliott,  Ala. 
Elliott,  Pa. 
Evins 
Fallon 
Farbstein 
Fascell 
Feighan 
Fenton 
Fino 
Fisher 
Flood 
Flynn 
Fogarty 
Foley 
Forand 
Forrester 
Fountain 
Frazier 

Frelinghuysen 

Friedel 


gs 


Hoeven 

Hoffman,  Ill. 

Hogan 

Holifleld 

Holland 

Holt 

Holtzman 
Horan 
osmer 
.uddleston 
.1 

IkArd 
InoVye 
Irwifl 
Jarmi) 

Jennif 
Jensen 1 
Johnson\Calif. 
Johnson,  \folo. 
Johnson, 
Johnson,  ’ 
Jonas 
Jones,  Ala. 
Judd 
Karsten 
Karth 
Kasem 
Kastenmeier 
Kearns 
Kee 
Keith 
Kelly 
Keough 
Kilday 
Kilgore 
King,  Calif. 
King,  Utah, 
Kirwan 
Kitchin 
Kluczyns 
Knox 
Kowalgfei 
Kyi 
Lafop 
Lanilrum 
Lan 

Ls/gen 
.nkford 
^atta 


Fulton 

/Lennon 

Gallagher 

/  Leslnskl 

Garmatz 

/  Levering 

Gary  / 

Libonatl 

Gathlngs  / 

Lindsay 

Gavin  / 

Lipscomb 

George  / 

McCormack 

Glalmo  / 

McCulloch 

Gilbert/ 

McDonough 

Glenn  / 

McDowell 

Good/l 

McFaU 

Granahan 

McGinley 

Gra/t 

McGovern 

Gr/y 

McMillan 

G/iffiths 

McSween 

Gfubser 

Macdonald 

/Hagen 

Machrowicz 

rHaley 

Mack 

Halpem 

Madden 

Hardy 

Magnuson 

Hargis 

Mahon 

Harmon 

Mallllard 

Harris 

MarshaU 

Hays 

Martin 

Healey 

Mason 

Hubert 

Matthews 

Hechler 

May 

Hemphill 

Meader 

Henderson 

Merrow 

Herlong 

Metcalf 

Hess 

Meyer 

Hlestand 

Michel 

Miller,  Clem 

Quigley 

Stubblefield 

Miller, 

Rabaut 

Sullivan 

George  P. 

Rains 

Teague,  Calif.  / 

Miller,  N.Y. 

Randall 

Teague,  Tex.  r 

MiUiken 

Reuss 

Teller  / 

MUls 

Rhodes,  Pa, 

Thomas  / 

Minshall 

Riehlman 

Thompsory  La. 

Mitchell 

Riley 

Thompsoji,  N.J. 

Moeller 

Rivers,  Alaska 

Thompsom,  Tex. 

Monagan 

Roberts 

Thomsoh,  Wyo. 

Montoya 

Robison 

ThornBerry 

Moore 

Rodino 

Toll  / 

Moorhead 

Rogers,  Colo. 

Toll/son 

Morgan 

Rogers,  Fla. 

Trimble 

Morris,  N.Mex. 

Rogers,  Mass. 

Uc/ill 

Morrrison 

Rogers,  Tex. 

Unman 

Moss 

Rooney 

ytt 

Multer 

Roosevelt 

/anik 

Mumma 

RostenkowskI  j 

'Van  Pelt 

Murphy 

Roush  / 

Van  Zandt 

Natcher 

Rutherford  / 

Vinson 

Nelsen 

St.  George  / 

Wainwright 

Nix 

Santangelcy 

Wallhauser 

Norblad 

Saund  / 

Walter 

O’Brien,  Ill. 

Saylor  / 

Wampler 

O’Brien,  N.Y. 

Schencl/ 

Watts 

O’Hara,  Ill. 

Schnee/eli 

Weaver 

O’Hara,  Mich. 

Schwo/gel 

Weis 

O’Konskl 

Scott/ 

Westland 

O’Neill 

Seld/n 

Wharton 

Oliver 

Sh/ley 

Whitener 

Osmers 

Si/ppard 

Whitten 

Ostertag 

Shipley 

Widnall 

Passman 

/ikes 

Wier 

Pelly 

>Siler 

Williams 

Perkins  . 

(  Simpson 

Willis 

Pfost  / 

Sisk 

Wilson 

Philbin  / 

Slack 

Winstead 

Pirnie  / 

Smith,  Calif. 

Withrow 

Porter  / 

Smith,  Iowa 

Wolf 

Powell  / 

Smith,  Miss. 

Wright 

Preston  / 

Spence 

Yates 

Price  / 

Springer 

Young 

Prokojy 

Staggers 

Younger 

Pucin/ci 

Steed 

Zablocki 

Quie/ 

Stratton 

NAYS — 40 

Zelenko 

VUper 

Gross 

Poage 

Mien 

Halleck 

Poff 

/rends 

Harrison 

Ray 

merry 

Hoffman,  Mich. 

Reece,  Tenn. 

Budge 
Byrnes,  WiS. 
Cederberg 
Colme\ 
Curtis,  Mo. 
Dorn,  S.5 
Everett 
Flynt 
Ford 
Griffin 


Barden 

Bentley 

Buckley 

Burdick 

Carnahan 


Jackson 
Johansen 
Jones,  Mo. 
Kilburn 
Laird 
Mclntire 
Murray 
Norrell 
Pilcher 
Pillion 

IOT  VOTING 
>urham 
Jreen,  Oreg. 

reen.  Pa. 
Loser 

Morris,  Okla, 


Rees,  Kans. 
Rhodes,  Ariz. 
Scherer 
Short 

Smith,  Kans. 
Smith,  Va. 
Taber 
Tuck 


—14 


Moulder 
Patman 
Rivers,  S.C. 
Taylor 


So  the  bill  was  jlassed. 

The  Clerk  announced  the  following 
pairs : 

Mr.  Buckley  with  Mr.  Bentley. 

Mr.  Green  of  Pennsylvania  with  Mr. 
Barden. 

Mr.  Rivers  of  South  Carolina  with  Mr. 
Taylor. 

Mr.  THOMSON  of  Wy orbing  changed 
his  vote  from  “nay”  to  “yeaV 

The  vote  was  announced  a\  above  re¬ 
corded. 

A  motion  to  reconsider  was\laid  on 
the  table. 

GENERAL  LEAVE  TO  EXTEND 

Mr.  MORRISON.  Mi*.  Speaker,  i  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  all  Members 
have  5  legislative  days  to  revise  and 
tend  their  remarks,  just  prior  to  the  vot 
on  this  bill. 

The  SPEAKER.  Without  objection,  It 
is  so  ordered. 

There  was  no  objection. 


DEPARTMENT  OP  AGRICULTURE 
AND  FARM  CREDIT  ADMINISTRA¬ 
TION  APPROPRIATION  BILL,  1961 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  call 
up  the  conference  report  on  the  bill 
(H.R.  12117)  making  appropriations  for 
the  Department  of  Agriculture  and  Farm 
Credit  Administration  for  the  fiscal  year 
ending  June  30,  1961,  and  for  other  pur¬ 
poses,  and  ask  unanimous  consent  that 
the  statement  of  the  managers  on  the 
part  of  the  House  be  read  in  lieu  of  the 
report. 

The  Clerk  read  the  title  of  the  bill. 
The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from  Mis¬ 
sissippi? 

There  was  no  objection. 

The  Clerk  read  the  statement. 

(For  conference  report  and  statement, 
see  proceedings  of  the  House  of  June  14, 
1960.) 

Mr.  WHITTEN  (interrupting  the 
reading  of  the  statement) .  Mr.  Speaker, 
I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  further 
reading  of  the  statement  be  dispensed 
with. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from  Mis¬ 
sissippi? 

There  was  no  objection. 

Mr.  SMITH  of  Iowa.  Mr.  Speaker, 
will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Iowa. 

Mr.  SMITH  of  Iowa.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
would  like  to  say  to  the  gentleman  from 
Mississippi  that  I  am  a  little  concerned 
about  one  sentence  in  the  report,  the 
very  last  sentence  which  says  that  the 
conferees  do  not  favor  construction  of 
further  Government-owned  storage  fa¬ 
cilities. 

I  would  like  to  cite  as  the  background 
for  my  question  the  fact  that  last  year, 
the  first  year  of  the  Benson  corn  pro¬ 
gram,  we  produced  4.4  billion  bushels 
of  corn.  We  consumed  3.8  billion, 
bushels.  Obviously  the  CCC  is  obligated 
under  these  circumstances  to  take  over 
a  considerable  amount  of  com.  There 
is  some  doubt  there  is  sufficient  properly 
located  storage  in  existence  today,  even 
when  you  add  the  commercial  together 
with  the  Government-owned  storage. 
This  means  that  the  Commodity  Credit 
Corporation  must  secure  some  additional 
storage  somewhere.  If  they  cannot  se¬ 
cure  the  storage  at  a  reasonable  price 
from  the  trade,  obviously  they  are  going 
to  have  to  or  should  provide  it  with 
some  Government-owned  facilities. 

In  order  to  make  the  language  in  the 
report  more  clear,  did  the  gentleman 
intend  to  discourage  the  construction  of 
more  Government-owned  storage  under 
these  circumstances,  or  where  it  is 
necessary? 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  May  I  say  to  the  gen¬ 
tleman  that  the  gentleman  from  Illinois 
[Mr.  Yates!  offered  the  amendment 
commonly  known  as  the  Yates  amend¬ 
ment.  I  think  he  rendered  a  real  service 
in  offering  that  amendment.  I  think  it 
was  beneficial  to  the  conferees  in  writing 
the  conference  report.  Generally  we 
have  tried  to  carry  out  the  intent  of  that 
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amendment  In  our  report,  as  I  under¬ 
stand  the  intent,  though  the  conference 
language  speaks  for  itself. 

As  to  the  language  to  which  the 
gentleman  refers,  I  call  attention  again 
to  the  fact  that  we  did  not  say  govern¬ 
ment  storage  could  not  be  built.  We  said 
only  that  we  did  not  favor  the  construc¬ 
tion  of  further  Government-owned 
storage  facilities.  The  intent,  as  I 
understand  it,  was  that  where  commer¬ 
cial  facilities  can  be  made  available  or 
where  the  Government  can  promote  the 
construction  by  commercial  enterprise, 
on  a  reasonable  cost  basis,  in  those 
cases  it  should  be  done.  But  I  do  agree 
with  the  gentleman  that  under  the  price- 
support  laws  storage  space  must  be 
made  available  in  order  to  provide  for 
the  price-support  program.  In  those 
cases  where  storage  is  not  otherwise 
available  the  CCC  would  be  duty  bound 
to  use  this  means  of  providing  the  price 
support  benefits.  Thus  we  come  back 
to  the  fact  that  if  commercial  enter¬ 
prises  do  not  meet  this  need  on  a  reason¬ 
able  basis,  there  would  be  an  obligation 
on  the  part  of  the  Government  to  meet 
it.  We  do  not  favor  doing  that  unless  it 
should  be  necessary  either  because  com¬ 
mercial  warehousing  was  unavailable  or 
because  exhorbitant  rates  were  de¬ 
manded. 

Mr.  YATES.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Illinois. 

Mr.  YATES.  Let  me  first  thank  the 
gentleman  for  his  gracious  comments  on 
my  amendment.  I  am  still  not  clear  as 
to  what  the  meaning  of  the  language 
used  by  the  conferees  is.  I  read  from 
the  conference  report: 

Tlie  conferees  agree  that  commercial 
warehouse  space  for  storing  commodities  be 
given  preference,  other  things  being  equal. 

Suppose  you  have  two  facilities  in  an 
area.  You  have  a  Government-owned 
facility  and  you  have  a  commercial  fa¬ 
cility,  both  of  which  are  empty.  It 
would  be  cheaper  to  store  the  surplus 
commodity  in  the  Government  facility. 
Is  it  the  intent  of  your  amendment  that 
the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation 
should  store  such  grain  as  requires 
storage  in  the  Government  facility  under 
those  conditions? 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  If  we  presume  that 
It  would  be  more  economical  to  use  the 
Government  storage,  it  is  our  intent  that 
it  be  used.  We  do  point  out  in  the  lan¬ 
guage  we  use  that  there  are  certain  cost 
factors  that  should  be  taken  into  con¬ 
sideration  in  making  the  decision  as  to 
“most  economical.”  The  commercial 
warehouse  agrees  to  deliver  the  same 
quality  grain  without  deterioration.  On 
the  other  hand,  the  Government  under 
some  circumstances  might  have  no  pro¬ 
vision  for  loading  and  unloading  and  no 
provision  for  turnover.  That  in  itself 
would  not  preclude  Government-owned 
storage,  but  in  determining  which  is  most 
economical  those  different  factors  should 
be  taken  into  account.  Primarily  what 
we  say  in  the  report  is  what  I  think  the 
gentleman  really  intended  in  his  amend¬ 
ment.  We  spell  out  some  of  the  factors 
which  are  involved  in  the  word  “eco¬ 
nomical.” 


Mr.  YATES.  That  was  the  intent  of 
the  amendment,  to  make  the  program 
be  operated  in  the  most  economical  way 
possible,  and  that  is  still  the  intent  of 
the  conference  report,  that  the  program 
be  operated  on  the  most  economical 
basis  possible,  and  that  if  the  corpora¬ 
tion  has  a  choice  between  commercial 
and  Government  facilities  and  it  would 
be  more  economical  to  use  the  Govern¬ 
ment  facilities,  the  corporation  is  to 
use  the  Government  facilities. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  It  is  my  belief  that 
would  be  required  under  the  words  of 
the  charter,  “Consistent  with  the  effi¬ 
cient  operation  of  the  corporation.” 
May  I  say  the  gentleman’s  efforts,  I  be¬ 
lieve,  will  lead  to  considerable  savings 
to  the  Government. 

Mr.  YATES.  I  thank  the  gentleman. 

Mr.  MAHON.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Texas. 

Mr.  MAHON.  Has  the  action  of  the 
conferees  been  discussed  with  the  offi¬ 
cials  of  the  Department  of  Agriculture 
having  to  do  with  the  storage  of  grain, 
and  do  they  think  that  this  compromise 
arrangement  is  reasonably  satisfactory 
from  the  standpoint  of  the  farmer,  the 
warehouse  man,  and  others  involved? 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  We  have  not  dis¬ 
cussed  this  with  the  Department  officials. 
We  had  quite  lengthy  hearings  with  the 
departmental  officials  earlier.  This  in 
my  judgment  is  in  line  with  the  sound 
operation  of  the  corporation.  I  do  not 
believe  anybody  in  the  Department  could 
differ  with  the  language.  After  all,  the 
Department’s  handling  of  the  matter 
led  to  the  adoption  first  of  the  amend¬ 
ment  and  now  of  the  report.  I  think 
it  is  in  line  with  what  sound-thinking 
people  in  the  Department  believe,  and 
I  think  it  is  thoroughly  workable. 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Maryland.  Mr. 
Speaker,  will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  I  yield. 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Maryland.  Mr. 
Speaker,  I  wish  to  commend  the  con¬ 
ference  committee  on  their  splendid  re¬ 
port  and  to  say  that  I  appreciate  their 
cooperation  in  having  the  funds  for  mar¬ 
keting  services  restored  in  the  bill.  As 
I  told  the  House  on  May  11,  the  elimina¬ 
tion  of  the  appropriations  for  Federal 
compulsory  poultry  inspection  would 
have  a  serious  impact  on  the  important 
poultry  industry  of  the-  First  Congres¬ 
sional  District  of  Maryland.  Members 
of  the  committee  assured  me  that  efforts 
would  be  made  to  restore  these  funds 
amounting  to  some  $26  million,  and  I 
am  happy  that  this  has  been  accomp¬ 
lished. 

We  are  proud  of  our  Eastern  Shore 
poultry  industry.  Our  producers  have 
remarkably  increased  their  efficiency  in 
the  use  of  inputs  in  feed,  labor,  capital, 
and  management,  which  have  resulted 
in  lower  production  costs.  Our  breeders 
and  hatcheries  have  provided  improved 
meat-type  strains,  and  our  processors 
have  adopted  modern  methods  and  tech¬ 
niques.  Collectively,  the  industry  has 
promoted  its  products  in  the  Nation’s 
marketplace.  In  spite  of  these  econ¬ 
omies  and  good  market  practices,  the 
margin  of  profit  to  the  poultry  industry 
has  been  reduced  to  the  point  where 


further  investments  In  capital  assets 
have  been  questioned. 

For  the  past  year,  I  have  been  pressing 
for  more  favorable  freight  rates  on  feed 
ingredients  shipped  from  midwestern 
grain  terminals  to  our  district.  Freight 
rates  to  other  geographic  areas  of  the 
same  distance  or  more  which  produce 
poultry  are  for  the  most  part  consider¬ 
ably  lower  than  those  prevailing  in  my 
district.  This  inequity  and  discrimina¬ 
tion  is  definitely  unfair  to  the  poultry- 
men  on  the  Delmarva  Peninsula.  As  an 
example,  the  Memphis  area  was  at  a 
$1.97  a  ton  advantage  over  our  poultry 
district.  A  study  is  now  underway  on 
freight  price  differential  in  the  north¬ 
east  area  and  I  see  some  hope  that  our 
great  poultry  industry  will  obtain  this 
needed  relief. 

Another  problem  confronting  the 
great  Delmarva  poultry-producing  area 
is  the  need  to  deepen  channels  and  im¬ 
prove  harbor  facilities  in  order  to  take 
advantage  of  cheaper  water  freight 
rates. 

Tire  Eastern  Shore  is  one  of  the  largest 
broiler-producing  areas  in  the  United 
States.  Despite  higher  feed  ingredient 
costs,  higher  freight  rates,  and  higher 
operation  costs  generally,  our  poultry  in¬ 
dustry  has  held  a  respectable  position 
because  of  its  high  degree  of  efficiency, 
good  management,  and  quality  birds. 
This  great  industry  is  and  will  continue 
as  an  important  segment  of  the  general 
economy  of  the  district. 

(Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Maryland  asked 
and  was  given  permission  to  revise  and 
extend  his  remarks.) 

Mr.  YATES.  Mr.  Speaker,  on  May 
11,  when  the  Department  of  Agriculture 
appropriations  bill  was  on  the  floor,  I  of¬ 
fered  an  amendment  to  require  the  Com¬ 
modity  Credit  Corporation  to  use  Gov¬ 
ernment  storage  facilities  to  the  maxi¬ 
mum  extent  possible,  consistent  with 
economical  operation  of  the  Corporation. 
The  reason  for  the  amendment  was  ob¬ 
vious.  As  the  committee  pointed  out, 
the  storage  charges  for  fiscal  year  1959 
totaled  almost  $482  million.  For  1960, 
the  storage  charges  for  surplus  commod¬ 
ities  were  estimated  to  be  $612  million. 
For  the  next  fiscal  year,  storage  charges 
were  expected  to  exceed  $700  million. 
The  Government  itself  owns  facilities  in 
which  985  million  bushels  of  surplus  com¬ 
modities  can  be  stored.  According  to 
■the  committee’s  hearings,  these  facili¬ 
ties  are  being  used  only  to  the  extent  of 
65  percent. 

Why  is  this  important?  Because  of 
the  great  disparity  between  the  costs  of 
storage  in  Government  facilities  and 
commercial  facilities.  According  to  the 
hearings,  the  cost  of  using  Government 
facilities  is  5.1  cents  per  bushel  as  op¬ 
posed  to  a  cost  of  16.3  cents  per  bushel 
in  commercial  facilities.  And  even  with 
this  tremendous  difference  in  cost,  it  is 
the  policy  of  the  Department  of  Agricul¬ 
ture  to  require  storage  in  commercial 
bins,  even  though  empty  Government 
storage  space  is  available.  It  is  clear 
that  millions  of  dollars  in  storage  charges 
can  be  saved  if  Government  facilities  are 
used  to  a  greater  extent. 

Now  the  conferees  have  returned  with 
their  conference  report  which  has 
stricken  the  amendment  I  offered  in  the 
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House  and  which  the  House  accepted. 

I  know  that  the  conferees  had  a  most 
difficult  task  in  trying  to  reconcile  their 
support  for  the  Yates  amendment  with 
the  views  in  opposition  of  the  Senate. 
However,  after  speaking  to  several  of 
them  earlier  today  on  the  intent  of  the 
language  in  the  conference  report  which 
was  substituted  for  my  amendment,  I 
believe  its  intent  is  the  same.  The  lan¬ 
guage  may  be  different,  but  the  purpose 
is  the  same. 

The  purpose  of  the  Yates  amendment 
was  to  save  money  for  the  taxpayers 
through  the  efficient  and  economical  op¬ 
eration  of  the  Corporation’s  storage  pro¬ 
gram.  It  had  been  shown  that  the  Cor¬ 
poration  was  not  making  adequate  use 
of  Government  facilities.  On  the  con¬ 
trary,  it  was  utilizing  much  more  expen¬ 
sive  commercial  facilities,  when  Gov¬ 
ernment  storage  facilities  were  available. 
As  I  indicated  before,  the  hearings  of 
this  subcommittee  and  of  the  Fountain 
Subcommittee  of  the  House  Committee 
on  Government  Operations  show  that  the 
cost  of  storage  was  5.1  cents  for  Govern¬ 
ment  facilities,  as  opposed  to  16.3  cents 
for  commercial  storage.  No  one  on  this 
subcommittee — not  even  those  who  ob¬ 
jected  to  the  Yates  amendment  when  it 
was  proposed,  took  issue  with  these  costs 
when  they  were  considered  in  committee. 

In  view  of  the  statements  just  made  by 
the  chairman  of  the  subcommittee  that 
it  is  the  intention  of  the  conferees  that 
the  storage  program  be  operated  on  the 
most  economical  basis,  it  would  seem  to 
me  that  the  new  language  in  the  confer¬ 
ence  report  must  be  construed  to  require 
practices  which  encourage  economy.  If 
Government  facilities  and  commercial 
facilities  are  both  available,  and  it  is 
more  economical  to  store  the  surplus 
commodities  in  Government  facilities,  I 
understand  it  to  be  the  intention  of  the 
conferees  that  the  commodities  should 
be  stored  in  Government  warehouses.  If 
in  fact  it  can  be  shown  that  it  is  more 
economical  to  store  the  commodities  in 
commercial  facilities,  the  commodities 
should  be  stored  in  commercial  facilities. 

I  have  been  assured  by  the  chairman 
that  the  subcommittee  intends  to  review 
the  storage  practices  of  the  Commodity 
Credit  Corporation  during  the  next  fiscal 
year  to  see  whether  it  will  abstain  from 
the  extravagant  practices  of  which  it 
has  been  guilty  in  the  past.  I  have  been 
assured  further  that  the  committee  in¬ 
tends  to  make  sure  that  Government 
facilities  are  utilized  in  a  manner  which 
will  permit  the  storage  program  to  be 
operated  as  efficiently  and  economically 
as  possible. 

Mr.  Speaker,  the  Yates  amendment  is 
a  common  sense  amendment.  The  tax¬ 
payers  are  entitled  to  the  protection  it 
contains.  I  am  sure  the  fanners  them¬ 
selves  want  the  taxpayers  to  have  such 
protection  so  that  the  entire  farm  pro¬ 
gram  is  not  jeopardized  by  unnecessary 
and  unwarranted  expenditures.  I  am 
sure  that  they  do  not  intend  that  the 
farm  price-support  program  be  a  storage 
price-support  program,  as  well.  Com¬ 
mon  sense  dictates  that  such  costs  be 
kept  to  a  minimum.  Common  sense 
should  be  used  in  administering  the  sur¬ 
plus  commodity  storage  program. 
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Mr.  WHITTEN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield 
6  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Min¬ 
nesota  tMr.  Andersen]  for  the  purpose 
of  making  a  statement. 

Mr.  ANDERSEN  of  Minnesota.  Mr. 
Speaker,  I  am  taking  advantage  of  this 
opportunity  to  commend  and  compliment 
the  leadership  and  those  advocating  the 
measure  for  the  speed  with  which  the 
pay-raise  legislation  for  Government  em¬ 
ployees  was  brought  to  the  floor  and  ap¬ 
proved. 

Just  a  few  days  ago  a  discharge  peti¬ 
tion  was  filed,  and  the  Members  stood  in 
line  in  the  well  of  the  House  to  sign,  and 
in  2  days  the  required  number  of  signa¬ 
tures  was  obtained. 

The  pay-raise  measure  that  we  have 
approved  has  merit,  and  in  addition  it 
has  popular  appeal  for  more  than  2  mil¬ 
lion  Government  employees.  But  what 
about  the  farmers,  Mr.  Speaker?  Are 
American  farmers  any  less  deserving  of 
their  day  in  court? 

It  should  be  noted  that  the  lowest 
entrance  salary  for  civil  service  em¬ 
ployees  is  now  $2,960.  That  is  a  rather 
low  salary  today  with  the  high  cost  of 
living  and  industrial  wages  averaging 
more  than  $90  per  week.  So  we  have  just 
agreed  to  give  all  Government  employees 
with  salaries  ranging  from  $2,960  to 
$17,500  a  year  a  substantial  raise.  I  be¬ 
lieve  they  deserve  it  or  I  assure  you  I 
would  not  have  voted  for  the  bill. 

But  what  about  our  farmers  whose 
average  net  income  per  family  is  only 
$2,380  per  year?  The  average  farm 
operator  and  family  today  earns  for 
labor,  investment,  and  management 
ability  a  total  amount  $580  a  year  less 
than  the  lowest  paid  civil  service  em¬ 
ployee  to  whom  we  have  just  voted  a 
raise. 

Two-thirds  of  the  American  farms, 
about  3  million  of  them,  had  incomes 
from  farming  last  year  amounting  to 
$3,000  or  less,  according  to  the  U.S.  De¬ 
partment  of  Agriculture. 

The  average  return  to  the  dairy-farm 
operators  and  their  families  in  the  Cen¬ 
tral  Northeast  is  below  the  present  min¬ 
imum  civil  service  salary.  The  average 
return  to  cotton-farm  operators  in  the 
southern  Piedmont  is  only  a  fraction  of 
that,  and  the  average  return  to  wheat- 
farm  operators  is  also  below  the  mini¬ 
mum  civil  service  salary.  They,  too, 
must  live  off  their  dollar  income  like  any¬ 
body  else. 

Are  farm  families  any  less  deserving 
of  consideration  at  our  hands  than  the 
families  of  Government  employees? 

An  income-reducing  wheat  bill  was  ap¬ 
proved  in  the  other  body  just  the  other 
day  by  a  vote  of  44  to  36  after  an  amend¬ 
ment  sponsored  by  the  majority  to  re¬ 
duce  price  supports  another  5  percent 
below  the  committee  bill  had  been  ap¬ 
proved  by  a  record  vote  of  48  to  34. 
Wheat  farmers  were  shocked  last  week 
by  the  action  in  the  other  body  and  all 
farmers  are  appalled  by  the  lack  of  any 
action  here  in  the  House  of  Representa¬ 
tives. 

I  am  told  that  the  Committee  on  Rules, 
with  an  8  to  4  membership  dominated 
by  Democrats,  has  still  not  acted  on  the 
pending  bill.  I  repeat,  I  am  told  that  the 
Committee  on  Rules,  with  an  8  to  4 


membership,  dominated  by  Democrats, 
has  still  not  acted  on  the  pending  farm 
bill.  But  I  do  not  see  the  advocates  of 
farm  legislation,  of  that  particular  bill, 
filing  a  discharge  petition,  nor  do  I  see 
the  majority  in  control  of  the  Congress  by 
virtually  a  2-to-l  margin  doing  anything 
about  the  farm-income  problem. 

On  the  one  hand  we  see  this  quick  and 
decisive  action  on  behalf  of  2  million 
Government  employees,  with  salaries 
ranging  from  $2,960  to  $17,500  a  year, 
and  on  the  other  hand  we  see  nothing 
being  done — nothing  being  done  for  the 
3  million  farm  families  with  incomes  at 
or  below  the  minimum  civil  service 
salary. 

When  I  plead  for  action  on  a  worth¬ 
while  farm  measure,  the  leaders  in  con¬ 
trol  of  legislation  alibi  that  it  might  be 
vetoed.  But  the  threat  of  a  possible  veto 
did  not  dismay  a  great  majority  of  our 
colleagues  here  today  when  they  signed 
the  discharge  petition  earlier  and  now 
have  cast  their  votes  for  a  civil  service 
pay  raise. 

Mr.  HOFFMAN  of  Michigan.  Mr. 
Speaker,  I  make  a  point  of  order  that  a 
quorum  is  not  present. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  withdraw  that  motion 
and  make  a  point  of  order  that  the 
House  is  not  in  order. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  House  will  be  in 
order. 

Mr.  ANDERSEN  of  Minnesota.  I  may 
say  to  the  gentleman  from  Michigan  that 
if  the  gentlemen  on  the  other  side  of 
the  aisle  are  not  interested  in  farm  leg¬ 
islation,  that  is  their  business.  If  their 
lack  of  order  indicates  their  lack  of  in¬ 
terest  in  farm  problems,  let  the  record 
speak  for  itself.  I  am  merely  expressing 
my  opinion  here  today  in  behalf  of  the 
farmers  of  the  Nation.  If  some  Members 
are  not  concerned,  that  is  their  business. 
That  is  about  what  the  Democratic  ma¬ 
jority  has  done  this  year;  they  have  not 
listened  and  they  have  not  acted.  They 
have  that  bill  bottled  up  in  the  Rules 
Committee.  They  are  waiting  until  the 
wheat  bill  comes  over  from  the  Senate 
and  then  they  will  say  that  our  corn  and 
feed  grain  green  acres  proposal  is  not 
germane  because  the  bill  would  be 
wholly  limited  to  wheat.  That  will  be 
their  strategy. 

Mr.  HOFFMAN  of  Michigan.  Mr. 
Speaker,  will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  ANDERSEN  of  Minnesota.  I  yield 
to  the  gentleman. 

Mr.  HOFFMAN  of  Michigan.  The 
gentleman  is  talking  about  the  Rules 
Committee  and  our  friends  on  the  right 
over  here.  I  was  not  thinking  of  them; 
I  would  like  to  hear  what  the  gentleman 
says.  _ , 

Mr.  ANDERSEN  of  Minnesota.  Thank 
you,  sir. 

Mr.  GROSS.  Mi\  Speaker,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  ANDERSEN  of  Minnesota.  I  yield. 

Mr.  GROSS.  The  gentleman  is  talk¬ 
ing  about  the  Rules  Committee. 

Mr.  ANDERSEN  of  Minnesota.  I  am 
just  criticizing  the  Rules  Committee, 
eight  Democrats  and  four  Republicans, 
for  lack  of  action.  We  have  been  here 
more  than  5  months,  adjournment  is 
staring  us  in  the  face  with  the  turn  of 
the  page  of  our  calendar,  and  campaign 
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promises  to  the  fanner  apparently  have 
been  forgotten.  The  time  for  action  on 
farm  legislation  is  long  overdue.  Mr. 
Speaker.  The  House  has  just  shown  the 
Nation  how  fast  it  can  act  when  the  ma¬ 
jority  decides  to  do  so,  with  little  or  no 
concern  for  a  threatened  veto. 

Mr.  Speaker,  there  is  no  alibi  left  for 
the  dismal  failure  of  this  Congress  in  the 
field  of  farm  legislation.  The  last,  lame 
excuse  of  a  possible  veto  was  swept  aside 
by  the  action  of  the  House  today  in  pass¬ 
ing  the  pay  raise  bill. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  move 
the  previous  question  on  the  conference 
report. 

The  previous  question  was  ordered. 

The  conference  report  was  agreed  to. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  Clerk  will  re¬ 
port  the  first  amendment  in  disagree¬ 
ment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Senate  amendment  No.  4:  Page  4,  line  5, 
Insert  Provided,  That  no  funds  shall  be 
used  to  formulate  or  administer  a  brucellosis 
eradication  program  for  fiscal  year  1962  that 
does  not  require  minimum  matching  by  any 
State  of  at  least  40  per  centum;”. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  move 
that  the  House  recede  and  concur  in  the 
Senate  amendment  with  an  amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Mr.  Whitten  moves  that  the  House  recede 
from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendment  of 
the  Senate  No.  4,  and  concur  therein  with  an 
amendment,  as  follows:  In  lieu  of  the  figure 
1962  in  said  amendment  insert  ”1963”. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  Clerk  will  report 
the  next  amendment  in  disagreement. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Senate  amendment  No.  6:  Page  6,  line  1, 
insert : 

“CONSTRUCTION  OF  FACILITIES 

“For  construction  of  facilities  and  acquisi¬ 
tion  of  the  necessary  land  therefor  by  dona¬ 
tion  or  exchange,  $3,700,000,  to  remain  avail¬ 
able  until  expended:  Provided,  That  $300,- 
000  of  the  amount  appropriated  herein  shall 
be  available  for  payment  of  expenses  for 
construction  of  a  headquarters-laboratory 
building  at  the  National  Arboretum,  which  is 
hereby  authorized  to  be  constructed  under 
contract  authorization  in  an  amount  not  to 
exceed  $1,500,000.” 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  move 
that  the  House  recede  and  concur  in  the 
Senate  amendment  with  an  amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Mr.  Whitten  moves  that  the  House  re¬ 
cede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amend¬ 
ment  of  the  Senate  No.  6,  and  concur  therein 
with  an  amendment,  as  follows:  In  lieu  of 
the  matter  proposed  by  said  amendment  in¬ 
sert: 

“construction  of  facilities 

“For  construction  of  facilities  and  acquisi¬ 
tion  of  the  necessary  land  therefor  by  dona¬ 
tion  or  exchange,  $2,550,000,  to  remain  avail¬ 
able  until  expended.” 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield 
to  the  gentleman  from  Illinois  [Mr. 
Yates]. 

Mr.  YATES.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask  unani¬ 
mous  consent  to  extend  my  remarks  im¬ 
mediately  preceding  the  remarks  of  the 
gentleman  from  Minnesota  [Mr.  Ander¬ 
sen]. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from  Illi¬ 
nois? 


There  was  no  objection. 

Mr.  ANDERSEN  of  Minnesota.  Mr. 
Speaker,  will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  I  yield. 

Mr.  ANDERSEN  of  Minnesota.  Mr. 
Speaker,  I  ask  unanimous  consent  that 
the  gentlewoman  from  Washington 
[Mrs.  May]  may  extend  her  remarks  at 
this  point  in  the  Record. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from  Min¬ 
nesota? 

There  was  no  objection. 

Mrs.  MAY.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  am  ex¬ 
tremely  gratified  that,  in  accepting  the 
conference  report  on  the  agriculture 
appropriations  bill,  the  House  of  Repre¬ 
sentatives  today  included  the  sum  of 
$150,000  for  the  establishment  of  a  soil 
and  water  conservation  research  labora¬ 
tory  facility  at  Washington  State  Uni¬ 
versity  at  Pullman. 

This  facility,  one  of  five  authorized  for 
construction  in  fiscal  year  1961,  will  en¬ 
able  scientists  to  cope  with  an  acute 
erosion  problem  which  is  causing  the  loss 
of  soil  at  an  alarming  rate,  particularly 
in  the  rolling  Palouse  hills  near  Pullman 
where  much  of  our  Northwest  wheat  is 
grown. 

As  I  pointed  out  in  testimony  before 
the  Agriculture  Appropriations  Subcom¬ 
mittee,  I  have  heard  from  a  great  num¬ 
ber  of  individuals  and  interested  farm 
organizations  who  believe,  as  I  do,  that  a 
special  laboratory  for  soil  and  water 
conservation  research  should  be  estab¬ 
lished  within  the  State  of  Washington, 
and  that  it  should  be  in  harmony  with 
the  comprehensive  report  on  “Facilities 
Needs — Soil  and  Water  Conservation  Re¬ 
search,”  the  report  of  findings  by  the 
working  group  appointed  by  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  Agriculture.  Within  the  State 
of  Washington,  our  most  urgent  need  is 
to  expand  materially  Federal  efforts  in 
soil  and  water  research. 

I  wish  to  commend  the  House  and 
Senate  for  its  action  in  approving  this 
facility. 

The'  SPEAKER.  The  question  is  on 
the  motion  of  the  gentleman  from  Mis¬ 
sissippi. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to. 

A  motion  to  reconsider  the  votes  by 
which  action  was  taken  on  the  several 
motions  was  laid  on  the  table. 


JUDICIARY  AND  JUDICIAL 
PROCEDURE 

Mr.  LANE.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask  unani¬ 
mous  consent  for  the  immediate  consid¬ 
eration  of  the  bill  (H.R.  12620)  to  amend 
title  28,  entitled  “Judiciary  and  Judicial 
Procedure,”  of  the  United  States  Code 
i  to  provide  for  the  defense  of  suits  against 
Federal  employees  arising  out  of  their 
operation  of  motor  vehicles  in  the  scope 
of  their  employment,  and  for  other  pur¬ 
poses. 

i  The  Clerk  read  the  title  of  the  bill. 

Mr.  LANE.  Mr.  Speaker,  on  July  9, 
1959,  the  House  passed  H.R.  7577,  a  bill 
to  amend  title  28,  entitled  “Judiciary 
and  Judicial  Procedure,”  of  the  United 
States  Code  to  provide  for  the  defense  of 
suits  against  Federal  employees  arising 
out  of  their  operation  of  motor  vehicles 
in  the  scope  of  their  employment,  and 


for  other  purposes.  'This  bill  was  the  / 
culmination  of  much  thought  and  seri-  / 
ous  consideration  after  full  and  com/ 
plete  hearings  were  held  by  the  Judicially 
Committee  and  all  interested  govern¬ 
mental  departments  were  heard/  All 
departments  were  generally  in  harmony 
in  approving  the  nature  and  pui'pose  of 
such  legislation.  / 

That  bill  was  then  passed  by  the  Sen¬ 
ate  with  an  amendment  hi  which  the 
House  concurred  so  that  legislation,  long 
sought  and  much  neededTwould  not  be 
deferred  and  on  the  further  premise  that 
the  amendment  by  tne  other  body  is 
applicable  only  to  the  procedural  aspects 
of  the  bill  and  not/to  the  essence  of  the 
proposed  legislation. 

On  June  ll/  1960,  H.R.  7577,  as 
amended  by  tile  Senate,  was  vetoed  by 
the  President  who  in  his  veto  message 
stated,  amphg  other  things: 

This  am/ridment  is  unfortunate. 

And  y 

Although  unwilling,  therefore,  to  approve 
this  15111,  I  would  gladly  sign  new  legislation 
cor/esponding  to  H.R.  7577  as  first  passed  by 
ti/e  House  of  Representatives. 

/  H.R.  12620  is  identical  in  every  respect  ( 
with  H.R.  7577  which,  before  amend¬ 
ment,  was  pleasing  and  acceptable,  in 
the  main,  by  all  interested  parties  who 
are  concerned  with  the  matters  covered 
thereby,  pondered  the  problems  and  con¬ 
sidered  their  solutions  and,  as  indicated 
in  the  veto  message,  was  also  acceptable 
to  the  President.  I  wish  to  express  my 
appreciation  to  the  Members  of  this 
House  who,  I  hope,  will  give  unanimous 
consent  to  its  passage  as  it  indicates  that 
the  Members  are  alert  to  speedy  action 
when  the  need  is  evident  and  the  merit 
of  legislation  is  apparent. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Massachusetts  [Mr.  Lane]? 

There  being  no  objection,  the  Clerk 
read  the  bill,  as  follows: 

Be  it  eruxcted  by  the  Senate  and  House 
of  Representatives  of  the  United  States  of 
\America  in  Congress  assembled.  That  sec¬ 
tion  2679  of  title  28,  United  States  Code,  Is 
amended  (1)  by  insei-ting  the  subsection  j 
symbol  "(a)”  at  the  beginning  thereof  and 
(2)  'by  adding  immediately  following  such 
subsection  (a)  as  hereby  so  designated,  four 
new  subsections  as  follows: 

“(b)  Vhe  remedy  by  suit  against  the 
United  States  as  provided  by  section  1346(b) 
of  this  titlk  for  damage  to  property  or  for 
personal  injury,  including  death,  resulting 
from  the  operation  by  any  employee  of  the 
Government  of\ny  motor  vehicle  while  act¬ 
ing  within  the  sccpe  of  his  office  or  employ¬ 
ment,  shall  hereafter  be  exclusive  of  any 
other  civil  action  hr  proceeding  by  reason 
of  the  same  subject  naatter  against  the  em¬ 
ployee  or  his  estate  whose  act  or  omission 
gave  rise  to  the  claim.  \ 

“(c)  The  Attorney  General  shall  defend 
any  civil  action  or  proceeding  brought  in 
any  court  against  any  employee  of  the  Gov¬ 
ernment  or  his  estate  for  anVsuch  damage 
or  injury.  The  employee  against  whom  such 
civil  action  or  proceeding  is  bought  shall 
deliver  within  such  time  after  dati^of  service 
or  knowledge  of  service  as  determined  by 
the  Attorney  General,  all  processN. served 
upon  him  or  an  attested  true  copy  thereof 
to  his  Immediate  superior  or  to  whomever 
was  designated  by  the  head  of  his  depart¬ 
ment  to  receive  such  papers  and  such  pet- 
son  shall  promptly  furnish  copies  of  thK 
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AN  ACT 

Making  appropriations  for  the  Department  of  Agriculture  and  Farm  Credit 
Administration  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30, 1961,  and  for  other  purposes. 

Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representatives  of  the 
United  States  of  America  in  Congress  assembled ,  That  the  following 
sums  are  appropriated,  out  of  any  money  in  the  Treasury  not  other¬ 
wise  appropriated,  for  the  Department  of  Agriculture  and  Farm 
Credit  Administration  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1961; 
namely : 

DEPARTMENT  OF  AGRICULTURE 
TITLE  I— REGULAR  ACTIVITIES 
Agricultural  Research  Service 
^  salaries  and  expenses 

For  expenses  necessary  to  perform  agricultural  research  relating  to 
production,  utilization,  and  home  economics,  to  control  and  eradicate 
pests  and  plant  and  animal  diseases,  and  to  perform  related  inspection, 
quarantine  and  regulatory  work,  and  meat  inspection :  Provided ,  That 
not  to  exceed  $75,000  of  the  appropriations  hereunder  shall  be  avail¬ 
able  for  employment  pursuant  to  the  second  sentence  of  section  706(a) 
of  the  Organic  Act  of  1944  (5  U.S.C.  574),  as  amended  by  section  15 
of  the  Act  of  August  2,  1946  (5  U.S.C.  55a)  :  Provided  further ,  That 
appropriations  hereunder  shall  be  available  for  the  operation  and 
maintenance  of  aircraft  and  the  purchase  of  not  to  exceed-  two,  of 
which  one  shall  be  for  replacement  only :  Provided  further ,  That  ap¬ 
propriations  hereunder  shall  be  available  pursuant  to  title  5,  United 
States  Code,  section  565a,  for  the  construction,  alteration,  and  repair 
of  buildings  and  improvements,  but  unless  otherwise  provided,  the 
cost  of  constructing  any  one  building  (except  headhouses  connecting 
greenhouses)  shall  not  exceed  $15,000,  except  for  five  buildings  to  be 
constructed  or  improved  at  a  cost  not  to  exceed  $30,000  each,  and  the 
cost  of  altering  any  one  building  during  the  fiscal  year  shall  not  exceed 
$5,000  or  5  per  centum  of  the  cost  of  the  building,  whichever  is  greater : 

Research:  For  research  and  demonstrations  on  the  production  and 
utilization  of  agricultural  products,  home  economics,  and  related 
)  research  and  services,  including  administration  of  payments  to  State 
agricultural  experiment  stations,  $68,827,200:  Provided ,  That  the 
limitations  contained  herein  shall  not  apply  to  replacement  of  build¬ 
ings  needed  to  carry  out  the  Act  of  April  24,  1948  (21  U.S.C.  113a)  : 
Provided  further ,  That  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  may  sell  the 
Entomology  Research  Laboratory  at  Orlando,  Florida,  in  such  manner 
and  upon  such  terms  and  conditions  as  he  deems  advantageous  and 
the  proceeds  of  such  sale  shall  remain  available  until  expended  for  the 
establishment  of  an  entomology  research  laboratory:  Provided  fur¬ 
ther ,  That  in  the  establishment  of  such  laboratory  the  Secretary  may 
acquire  land  therefor  by  donation  or  exchange ; 

Plant  and  animal  disease  and  pest  control:  For  operations  and 
measures,  not  otherwise  provided  for,  to  control  and  eradicate  pests 
and  plant  and  animal  diseases  and  for  carrying  out  assigned  inspec¬ 
tion,  quarantine,  and  regulatory  activities,  as  authorized  by  law, 
including  expenses  pursuant  to  the  Act  of  February  28, 1947  (21  U.S.C. 
114b-d),  $52,236,000,  of  which  $1,500,000  shall  be  apportioned  for  use 
pursuant  to  section  3679  of  the  Revised  Statutes,  as  amended,  for  the 
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control  of  outbreaks  of  insects  and  plant  diseases  to  the  extent  neces¬ 
sary  to  meet  emergency  conditions :  Provided ,  That  no  funds  shall  be 
used  to  formulate  or  administer  a  brucellosis  eradication  program  for 
fiscal  year  1963  that  does  not  require  minimum  matching  by  any  State 
of  at  least  40  per  centum ; 

Meat  inspection  :  For  carrying  out  the  provisions  of  laws  relating  to 
Federal  inspection  of  meat,  and  meat-food  products,  and  the  applicable 
provisions  of  the  laws  relating  to  process  or  renovated  butter, 
$21,562,000; 

Special  fund :  To  provide  for  additional  labor  to  be  employed  under 
contracts  and  cooperative  agreements  to  strengthen  the  work  at 
research  installations  in  the  field,  not  more  than  $1,000,000  of  the 
amount  appropriated  under  this  head  for  the  fiscal  year  1960  may 
be  used  by  the  Administrator  of  the  Agricultural  Research  Service  in 
departmental  research  programs  in  the  fiscal  year  1961,  the  amount 
so  used  to  be  transferred  to  and  merged  with  the  appropriation  other¬ 
wise  available  under  “Salaries  and  expenses,  Research”. 

SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES  (SPECIAL  FOREIGN  CURRENCY  PROGRAM) 

For  purchase  of  foreign  currencies  which  accrue  under  title  I  of  the 
Agricultural  Trade  Development  and  Assistance  Act  of  1954,  as 

68  stat.  456.  amended  (7  U.S.C.  1704) ,  for  market  development  research  authorized 

by  section  104(a),  and  for  agricultural  and  forestry  research  author- 
72  stat.  275.  ized  by  section  104 (k)  of  that  Act,  to  remain  available  until  expended, 
$15,131,000 :  Provided ,  That  the  dollar  value  of  the  unexpended  bal¬ 
ances,  as  of  June  30,  1960,  of  allocations  of  foreign  currencies  hereto¬ 
fore  made  available  to  the  Agricultural  Research  Service  for  the 
foregoing  purposes  of  section  104(a)  is  appropriated  as  of  that  date 
and  shall  be  merged  with  this  appropriation :  Provided  further ,  That 
funds  appropriated  herein  shall  be  used  to  purchase  such  foreign 
currencies  as  the  Department  determines  are  needed  arid  can  be  used 
most  effectively  to  carry  out  the  purposes  of  this  paragraph,  and  such 
foreign  currencies  shall,  pursuant  to  the  provisions  of  section  104(a), 
be  set  aside  for  sale  to  the  Department  before  foreign  currencies  which 
accrue  under  said  title  I  are  made  available  for  other  United  States 
uses. 

CONSTRUCTION  OF  FACILITIES 

For  construction  of  facilities  and  acquisition  of  the  necessary  land 
therefor  by  donation  or  exchange,  $2,550,000,  to  remain  available  until 
expended. 

STATE  EXPERIMENT  STATIONS 

Payments  to  States  and  Puerto  Rico:  For  payments  to  agricultural 
experiment  stations  to  carry  into  effect  the  provisions  of  the  Hatch 
Act,  approved  March  2, 1887,  as  amended  by  the  Act  approved  August 

69  stat.  671.  11,  1955  (7  U.S.C.  361a-361i) ,  including  administration  by  the  United 

States  Department  of  Agriculture,  $32,053,000 ;  and  payments  author¬ 
ized  under  section  204(b)  of  the  Agricultural  Marketing  Act,  the  Act 
60  Stat.  1089.  approved  August  14,  1946  (7  U.S.C.  1623),  $500,000;  in  all, 
$32,553,000. 

Penalty  mail:  For  penalty  mail  costs  of  agricultural  experiment 
7  use  36lf .  stations  under  section  6  of  the  Hatch  Act  of  1887,  as  amended,  $250,000. 

DISEASES  OF  ANIMALS  AND  POULTRY 

Eradication  activities:  For  expenses  necessary  in  the  arrest  and 
eradication  of  foot-and-mouth  disease,  rinderpest,  contagious  pleuro¬ 
pneumonia,  or  other  contagious  or  infectious  diseases  of  animals,  or 
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European  fowl  pest  and  similar  diseases  in  poultry,  and  for  foot-and- 
mouth  disease  and  rinderpest  programs  undertaken  pursuant  to  the 
provisions  of  the  Act  of  February  28,  1947,  and  the  Act  of  May  29, 

1884,  as  amended  (7  U.S.C.  391;  21  U.S.C.  111-122),  including  ex-  61  stat.  7; 
penses  in  accordance  with  section  2  of  said  Act  of  February  28,  1947,  23  stat.  31. 
the  Secretary  may  transfer  from  other  appropriations  or  funds  avail-  21  usc  114°* 
able  to  the  bureaus,  corporations,  or  agencies  of  the  Department  such 
sums  as  he  may  deem  necessary,  to  be  available  only  in  an  emergency 
which  threatens  the  livestock  or  poultry  industry  of  the  country,  and 
any  unexpended  balances  of  funds  transferred  under  this  head  in  the 
next  preceding  fiscal  year  shall  be  merged  with  such  transferred 
amounts :  Provided ,  That  this  appropriation  shall  be  subject  to  appli¬ 
cable  provisions  contained  in  the  item  “Salaries  and  expenses,  Agri¬ 
cultural  Research  Service”. 

Extension  Service 

COOPERATIVE  EXTENSION  WORK,  PAYMENTS  AND  EXPENSES 

Payments  to  States  and  Puerto  Rico :  For  payments  for  cooperative 
agricultural  extension  work  under  the  Smith-Lever  Act,  as  amended 
by  the  Act  of  June  26,  1953  (7  U.S.C.  341-348),  and  the  Act  of  August  67  stat.  83. 
11,  1955  (7  U.S.C.  347a),  $55,220,000;  and  payments  and  contracts  69  stat.  683. 
for  such  work  under  section  204(b) -205  of  the  Agricultural  Market¬ 
ing  Act  of  1946  (7  U.S.C.  1623-1624),  $1,495,000;  in  all,  $56,715,000:  60  stat.  1089. 
Provided ,  That  funds  hereby  appropriated  pursuant  to  section  3(c)  7  use  343. 
of  the  Act  of  June  26,  1953,  shall  not  be  paid  to  any  State  or  Puerto 
Rico  prior  to  availability  of  an  equal  sum  from  non-Federal  sources 
for  expenditure  during  the  current  fiscal  year. 

Retirement  costs  for  extension  agents:  For  cost  of  employer’s  share 
of  Federal  retirement  for  cooperative  extension  employees,  $5,961,000. 

Penalty  mail:  For  costs  of  penalty  mail  for  cooperative  extension 
agents  and  State  extension  directors,  $2,490,000. 

Federal  Extension  Service:  For  administration  of  the  Smith-Lever 
Act,  as  amended  by  the  Act  of  June  26,  1953  (7  U.S.C.  341-348),  and  67  stat.  83. 
the  Act  of  August  11,  1955  (7  U.S.C.  347a),  and  extension  aspects  of  69  stat.  683. 
the  Agricultural  Marketing  Act  of  1946  (7  U.S.C.  1621-1627),  and  to  60  stat.  1087. 
coordinate  and  provide  program  leadership  for  the  extension  work 
of  the  Department  and  the  several  States  and  insular  possessions, 

$2,265,000. 

Farmer  Cooperative  Service 
salaries  and  expenses 

For  necessary  expenses  to  carry  out  the  Act  of  July  2, 1926  (7U.S.C.  44  stat.  802. 
451^457) ,  $620,000. 

Soil  Conservation  Service 

CONSERVATION  OPERATIONS 

For  necessary  expenses  for  carrying  out  the  provisions  of  the  Act  of 
April  27,  1935  (16  U.S.C.  590a-590f),  including  preparation  of  con-  49  stat.  163. 
servation  plans  and  establishment  of  measures  to  conserve  soil  and 
water  (including  farm  irrigation  and  land  drainage  and  such  special 
measures  as  may  be  necessary  to  prevent  floods  and  the  siltation  of 
reservoirs)  ;  operation  of  conservation  nurseries;  classification  and 
mapping  of  soils ;  dissemination  of  information ;  purchase  and  erection 
or  alteration  of  permanent  buildings ;  and  operation  and  maintenance 
of  aircraft,  $83,132,000:  Provided ,  That  the  cost  of  any  permanent 
building  purchased,  erected,  or  as  improved,  exclusive  of  the  cost  of 
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constructing  a  water  supply  or  sanitary  system  and  connecting  the 
same  to  any  such  building  and  with  the  exception  of  buildings  acquired 
in  conjunction  with  land  being  purchased  for  other  purposes,  shall  not 
exceed  $2,500,  except  for  eight  buildings  to  be  constructed  or  improved 
at  a  cost  not  to  exceed  $15,000  per  building  and  except  that  alterations 
or  improvements  to  other  existing  permanent  buildings  costing  $2,500 
or  more  may  be  made  in  any  fiscal  year  in  an  amount  not  to  exceed  $500 
per  building:  Provided  further,  That  no  part  of  this  appropriation 
shall  be  available  for  the  construction  of  any  such  building  on  land 
not  owned  by  the  Government:  Provided  further ,  That  no  part  of 
this  appropriation  may  be  expended  for  soil  and  water  conservation 
operations  under  the  Act  of  April  27,  1935  (16  U.S.C.  590a-590f),  in 
demonstration  projects :  Provided  further,  That  not  to  exceed  $5,000 
may  be  used  for  employment  pursuant  to  the  second  sentence  of  section 
706(a)  of  the  Organic  Act  of  1944  (5  U.S.C.  574),  as  amended  by 
section  15  of  the  Act  of  August  2,  1946  (5  U.S.C.  55a)  :  Provided 
further,  That  qualified  local  engineers  may  be  temporarily  employed 
at  per  diem  rates  to  perform  the  technical  planning  work  of  the 
service:  Provided  further,  That  not  to  exceed  $600,000  of  the  amount 
appropriated  under  this  head  for  fiscal  year  1960  may  be  used  to 
employ  conservation  aides  and  other  nonprofessional  personnel  on  a 
part-time  or  contract  basis,  and  the  amount  so  used  may  be  transferred 
to  and  merged  with  this  appropriation. 

WATERSHED  PROTECTION 

For  expenses  necessary  to  conduct  surveys,  investigations,  and 
research  and  to  carry  out  preventive  measures,  including,  but  not 
limited  to,  engineering  operations,  methods  of  cultivation,  the  growl¬ 
ing  of  vegetation,  and  changes  in  use  of  land,  in  accordance  with  the 
Watershed  Protection  and  Flood  Prevention  Act,  approved  August 
4,  1954,  as  amended  (16  U.S.C.  1001-1008),  and  the  provisions  of  the 
Act  of  April  27,  1935  (16  U.S.C.  590a-f),  to  remain  available  until 
expended,  $35,000,000,  with  which  shall  be  merged  the  unexpended 
balances  of  funds  heretofore  appropriated  or  transferred  to  the 
Department  for  watershed  protection  purposes:  Provided,  That  not 
to  exceed  $100,000  may  be  used  for  employment  pursuant  to  the  second 
sentence  of  section  706(a)  of  the  Organic  Act  of  1944  (5  U.S.C.  574), 
as  amended  by  section  15  of  the  Act  of  August  2,  1946  (5  U.S.C.  55a). 

FLOOD  PREVENTION 

For  expenses  necessary,  in  accordance  with  the  Flood  Control  Act, 
approved  June  22,  1936  (33  U.S.C.  701-709),  as  amended  and  supple¬ 
mented,  and  the  Watershed  Protection  and  Flood  Prevention  Act, 
approved  August  4,  1954,  as  amended  (16  U.S.C.  1001-1008,  74  Stat. 
131),  and  in  accordance  with  the  provisions  of  laws  relating  to  the 
activities  of  the  Department,  to  perform  works  of  improvement, 
including  not  to  exceed  $100,000  for  employment  pursuant  to  the 
second  sentence  of  section  706(a)  of  the  Organic  Act  of  1944  (5  U.S.C. 
5741,  as  amended  by  section  15  of  the  Act  of  August  2,  1946  (5  U.S.C. 
55a),  to  remain  available  until  expended,  $18,000,000,  with  which 
shall  be  merged  the  unexpended  balances  of  funds  heretofore  appro¬ 
priated  or  transferred  to  the  Department  for  flood  prevention  pur¬ 
poses:  Provided,  That  no  part  of  such  funds  shall  be  used  for  the 
purchase  of  lands  in  the  Yazoo  and  Little  Tallahatchie  watersheds 
without  specific  approval  of  the  county  board  of  supervisors  of  the 
county  in  which  such  lands  are  situated. 
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74  STAT.  236. 


GREAT  PLAINS  CONSERVATION  PROGRAM 

For  necessary  expenses  to  carry  into  effect  a  program  of  conserva¬ 
tion  in  the  Great  Plains  area,  pursuant  to  section  16(b)  of  the  Soil 
Conservation  and  Domestic  Allotment  Act,  as  added  by  the  Act  of 
August  7, 1956  (16  U.S.C.  590p) ,  $10,000,000,  to  remain  available  until 
expended. 


Agricultural  Conservation  Program  Service 

AGRICULTURAL  CONSERVATION  PROGRAM 

For  necessary  expenses  to  carry  into  effect  the  program  authorized 
in  sections  <  to  15,  16(a),  and  li  of  the  Soil  Conservation  and  Domes¬ 
tic  Allotment  Act,  approved  February  29, 1936,  as  amended  (16  U.S.C. 
590g-590(o),  590p(a),  and  590q),  including  not  to  exceed  $6,000  for 
the  preparation  and  display  of  exhibits,  including  such  displays  at 
State,  interstate,  and  international  fairs  within  the  United  States, 
$242,000,000,  to  remain  available  until  December  31  of  the  next  suc¬ 
ceeding  fiscal  year  for  compliance  with  the  program  of  soil-building 
and  soil-  and  water-conserving  practices  authorized  under  this  head 
in  the  Department  of  Agriculture  and  Farm  Credit  Administration 
Appropriation  Act,  1960,  carried  out  during  the  period  July  1, 1959,  to 
December  31, 1960,  inclusive :  Provided ,  That  not  to  exceed  $26,832,950 
of  the  total  sum  provided  under  this  head  shall  be  available  during 
the  current  fiscal  year  for  administrative  expenses  for  carrying  out 
such  program,  the  cost  of  aerial  photographs,  however,  not  to  be 
charged  to  such  limitation;  but  not  more  than  $5,458,900  shall  be 
transferred  to  the  appropriation  account  “Administrative  expenses, 
section  392,  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of  1938”:  Provided  further , 
That  none  of  the  funds  herein  appropriated  shall  be  used  to  pay 
the  salaries  or  expenses  of  any  regional  information  employees  or 
any  State  information  employees,  but  this  shall  not  preclude  the 
answering  of  inquiries  or  supplying  of  information  at  the  county 
level  to  individual  farmers:  Provided  further ,  That  such  amounts 
shall  be  available  for  administrative  expenses  in  connection  with  the 
formulation  and  administration  of  the  1961  program  of  soil-building 
and  soil-  and  water-conserving  practices,  under  the  Act  of  February 
29,  1936,  as  amended  (amounting  to  $250,000,000,  including  adminis¬ 
tration,  and  no  participant  shall  receive  more  than  $2,500,  except 
where  the  participants  from  two  or  more  farms  or  ranches  join  to 
(carry  out  approved  practices  designed  to  conserve  or  improve  the 
agricultural  resources  of  the  community):  Provided  further ,  That 
no  change  shall  be  made  in  such  1961  program  which  will  have  the 
effect  in  any  county  of  restricting  eligibility  requirements  or  cost¬ 
sharing  on  practices  included  in  either  the  1958  or  the  1959  programs, 
unless  such  change  shall  have  been  recommended  by  the  county  com¬ 
mittee  and  approved  by  the  State  committee:  Provided  further ,  That 
the  proportion  of  the  State  fund  initially  allocated  to  any  county  for 
the  1961  program  shall  not  be  reduced  from  the  distribution  of  such 
funds  for  the  1959  program  year :  Provided  further ,  That  not  to  exceed 
5  per  centum  of  the  allocation  for  the  1961  agricultural  conservation 
program  for  any  county  may,  on  the  recommendation  of  such  county 
committee  and  approval  of  the  State  committee,  be  withheld  and 
allotted  to  the  Soil  Conservation  Service  for  services  of  its  technicians 
in  formulating  and  carrying  out  the  agricultural  conservation  pro¬ 
gram  in  the  participating  counties,  and  shall  not  be  utilized  by  the 
Soil  Conservation  Service  for  any  purpose  other  than  technical  and 
other  assistance  in  such  counties,  and  in  addition,  on  the  recommenda- 


70  Stat.  1115. 


49  Stat.  1148. 


73  Stat.  171. 


52  Stat.  69. 
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49  Stat.  1148. 
16  USC  590g- 
590q. 


74  STAT.  237. 
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tion  of  such  county  committee  and  approval  of  the  State  committee, 
not  to  exceed  1  per  centum  may  be  made  available  to  any  other  Federal, 
State,  or  local  public  agency  for  the  same  purpose  and  under  the  same 
conditions :  Provided  further ,  That  for  the  1961  program  $2,500,000 
shall  be  available  for  technical  assistance  in  formulating  and  carrying 
out  agricultural  conservation  practices  and  $1,000,000  shall  be  avail¬ 
able  for  conservation  practices  related  directly  to  flood  prevention 
work  in  approved  watersheds:  Provided  further ,  That  suen  amounts 
shall  be  available  for  the  purchase  of  seeds,  fertilizers,  lime,  trees,  or 
any  other  farming  material,  or  any  soil-terracing  services,  and  making 
grants  thereof  to  agricultural  producers  to  aid  them  in  carrying  out 
farming  practices  approved  by  the  Secretary  under  programs  pro¬ 
vided  for  herein :  Provided  further ,  That  no  part  of  any  funds  avail¬ 
able  to  the  Department,  or  any  bureau,  office,  corporation,  or  other 
agency  constituting  a  part  of  such  Department,  shall  be  used  in  the 
current  fiscal  year  for  the  payment  of  salary  or  travel  expenses  of 
any  person  who  has  been  convicted  of  violating  the  Act  entitled  “An 
Act  to  prevent  pernicious  political  activities  ,  approved  August  2, 
1939,  as  amended,  or  who  has  been  found  in  accordance  with  the  pro¬ 
visions  of  title  18,  United  States  Code,  section  1913,  to  have  violated 
or  attempted  to  violate  such  section  which  prohibits  the  use  of  Fed¬ 
eral  appropriations  for  the  payment  of  personal  services  or  other 
expenses  designed  to  influence  in  any  manner  a  Member  of  Congress  to 
favor  or  oppose  any  legislation  or  appropriation  by  Congress  except 
upon  request  of  any  Member  or  through  the  proper  official  channels. 

Agricultural  Marketing  Service 

MARKETING  RESEARCH  AND  SERVICE 

For  expenses  necessary  to  carry  on  research  and  service  to  improve 
and  develop  marketing  and  distribution  relating  to  agriculture  as 
authorized  by  the  Agricultural  Marketing  Act  of  1946  (7  U.S.C.  1621- 
1627)  and  other  laws,  including  the  administration  of  marketing  regu¬ 
latory  acts  connected  therewith :  Provided ,  That  appropriations  here¬ 
under  shall  be  available  pursuant  to  5  U.S.C.  565a  for  the  construction, 
alteration,  and  repair  of  buildings  and  improvements,  but  unless  other¬ 
wise  provided,  the  cost  of  erecting  any  one  building  shall  not  exceed 
$15,000,  except  for  two  buildings  to  be  constructed  or  improved  at  a 
cost  not  to  exceed  $30,000  each,  and  the  cost  of  altering  any  one  build¬ 
ing  during  the  fiscal  year  shall  not  exceed  $5,000  or  5  per  centum  of 
the  cost  of  the  building,  whichever  is  greater: 

Marketing  research  and  agricultural  estimates:  For  research  and 
development  relating  to  agricultural  marketing  and  distribution,  for 
analyses  relating  to  farm  prices,  income  and  population,  and  demand 
for  farm  products,  and  for  crop  and  livestock  estimates,  $16,515,000 : 
Provided ,  That  not  less  than  $350,000  of  the  funds  contained  in  this 
appropriation  shall  be  available  to  continue  to  gather  statistics  and 
conduct  a  special  study  on  the  price  spread  between  the  farmer  and  the 
consumer :  Provided  further,  That  no  part  of  the  funds  herein  appro¬ 
priated  shall  be  available  for  any  expense  incident  to  publishing  esti¬ 
mates  of  apple  production  for  other  than  the  commercial  crop ; 

Marketing  services :  For  services  relating  to  agricultural  marketing 
and  distribution,  for  carrying  out  regulatory  acts  connected  therewith, 
and  for  administration  and  coordination  of  payments  to  States,  $26,- 
579,900,  including  not  to  exceed  $25,000  for  employment  at  rates  not  to 
exceed  $50  per  diem,  except  for  employment  in  rate  cases  at  not  to 
exceed  $100  per  diem  pursuant  to  the  second  sentence  of  section  706(a) 
of  the  Organic  Act  of  1944  (5  U.S.C.  574),  as  amended  by  section  15 
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(5  U.S.C.  55a),  in  carrying  out  section 
2*°Va2  ^o221LdU1Sciuslve’ of  tltle  11  of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment 
Act  of  1938  (7  L.S.C.  1291)  and  section  203 (])  of  the  Agricultural 
Marketing  Act  of  1946. 

PAYMENTS  TO  STATES  AND  POSSESSIONS 


74  ST AT.  238, 


60  Stat,  810. 

52  Stat.  36. 

60  Stat.  1088} 
7  USC  1622. 


For  payments  to  departments  of  agriculture,  bureaus  and  depart¬ 
ments  of  markets,  and  similar  agencies  for  marketing  activities  under 
section  204(b)  of  the  Agricultural  Marketing  Act  of  1946  (7  U  S  C 
1623(b)),  $1,195,000.  v 

SCHOOL  LUNCH  PROGRAM 


60  Stat.  1089. 


For  necessary  expenses  to  carry  out  the  provisions  of  the  National 
School  Lunch  Act  (42  U.S.C.  1751-1760),  $110,000,000:  Provided , 
That  no  part  of  this  appropriation  shall  be  used  for  nonfood  assistance 
under  section  5  of  said  Act :  Provided  further ,  That  $45,000,000  shall 
be  transferred  to  this  appropriation  from  funds  available  under  sec¬ 
tion  32  of  the  Act  of  August  24,  1935,  for  purchase  and  distribution 
Pf  agricultural  commodities  and  other  foods  pursuant  to  section  6  of 
the  National  School  Lunch  Act. 


60  Stat.  230. 
42  USC  1754. 


49  Stat.  774; 
7  USC  612o. 

42  USC  1755. 


Foreign  Agricultural  Service 


SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 

For  necessary  expenses  for  the  Foreign  Agricultural  Service,  in¬ 
cluding  carrying  out  title  VI  of  the  Agricultural  Act  of  1954  (7 
U.S.C.  1761-1768),  and  for  enabling  the  Secretary  to  coordinate  and  68  stat.  908. 
integrate  activities  of  the  Department  in  connection  with  foreign 
agricultural  work,  including  not  to  exceed  $25,000  for  representation 
allowances  and  for  expenses  pursuant  to  section  8  of  the  Act  approved 
August  3,  1956  (7  U.S.C.  1766),  $4,487,000:  Provided ,  That  not  less  70  stat,  1034. 
than  $400,000  of  the  funds  contained  in  this  appropriation  shall  be 
available  to  obtain  statistics  and  related  facts  on  foreign  production 
and  full  and  complete  information  on  methods  used  by  other  countries 
to  move  farm  commodities  in  world  trade  on  a  competitive  basis: 

Provided  further ,  That,  in  addition,  not  to  exceed  $2,539,000  of  the 

funds  appropriated  by  section  32  of  the  Act  of  August  24,  1935,  as 

amended  (7  LT.S.C.  612c),  shall  be  merged  with  this  appropriation  49  stat.  774. 

and  shall  be  available  for  all  expenses  of  the  Foreign  Agricultural 

Service  in  carrying  out  the  purposes  of  said  section  32. 

SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES  (SPECIAL  FOREIGN  CURRENCY  PROGRAM) 

For  purchase  of  foreign  currencies  which  accrue  under  title  I  of  the 
Agricultural  Trade  Development  and  Assistance  Act  of  1954,  as 
amended  (7  U.S.C.  1704),  for  the  purposes  of  market  development  68  stat.  456. 
activities  under  section  104(a)  of  that  Act,  $13,621,000,  and  for  the 
purposes  of  section  104 (m)  of  that  Act,  relating  to  agricultural  and 
horticultural  fair  participation  and  related  activities,  $1,000,000,  to 
remain  available  until  expended :  Provided ,  That  the  dollar  value  of 
the  unexpended  balances,  as  of  June  30, 1960,  of  allocations  of  foreign 
currencies  heretofore  made  available  to  the  Foreign  Agricultural  Serv¬ 
ice  for  the  foregoing  purposes  of  such  sections  104  (a)  and  (m)  is 
appropriated  as  of  that  date  and  shall  be  merged  with  this  appro¬ 
priation  :  Provided  further ,  That  funds  appropriated  herein  shall  be 
used  to  purchase  such  foreign  currencies  as  the  Department  determines 
are  needed  and  can  be  used  most  effectively  to  carry  out  the  purposes 
of  this  paragraph,  and  such  foreign  currencies  shall,  pursuant  to  the 
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74  STAT.  239,  _ _ 

provisions  of  section  104(a),  be  set  aside  for  sale  to  the  Department 
before  foreign  currencies  which  accrue  under  said  title  I  are  made 
available  for  other  United  States  uses. 

Commodity  Exchange  Authority 


SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 

For  necessary  expenses  to  carry  into  effect  the  provisions  of  the 
42  stat.  998;  Commodity  Exchange  Act,  as  amended  (7  U.S.C.  1-I7a),  $940,000. 

49  Stat.  1491. 

Commodity  Stabilization  Service 


acreage  allotments  and  marketing  quotas 


52  Stat.  38. 
7  USC  1392. 


For  necessary  expenses  to  formulate  and  carry  out  acreage  allotment 
and  marketing  quota  programs  pursuant  to  provisions  of  title  III  of 
the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of  1938,  as  amended  (7  U.S.C.  1301- 
1393),  $40,135,000,  of  which  not  more  than  $6,934,400  shall  be  trans¬ 
ferred  to  the  appropriation  account  “Administrative  expenses,  section 
392,  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of  1938”. 


SUGAR  ACT  PROGRAM 

For  necessary  expenses  to  carry  into  effect  the  provisions  of  the 
61  Stat.  922.  Sugar  Act  of  1948  (7  U.S.C.  1101-1161),  $74,500,000,  to  remain  avail¬ 
able  until  June  30  of  the  next  succeeding  fiscal  year :  Provided ,  That 
expenditures  (including  transfers)  from  this  appropriation  for  other 
than  payments  to  sugar  producers  shall  not  exceed  $2,307,000. 

Conservation  Reserve  Program 


70  Stat.  191, 
196. 


52  Stat.  68; 
7  USC  1388. 


For  necessary  expenses  to  carry  out  a  conservation  reserve  program 
as  authorized  by  subtitles  B  and  C  of  the  Soil  Bank  Act  (7  U.S.C. 
1831-1837  and  1802-1814),  and  to  carry  out  liquidation  activities  for 
the  acreage  reserve  program,  to  remain  available  until  expended, 
$330,000,000,  with  which  may  be  merged  the  unexpended  balances  of 
funds  heretofore  appropriated  for  soil  bank  programs:  Provided , 
That  not  to  exceed  $12,000,000  shall  be  available  for  administrative 
expenses,  of  which  not  less  than  $10,000,000  may  be  transferred  to  the 
appropriation  account  “Local  administration,  section  388,  Agricul¬ 
tural  Adjustment  Act  of  1938”:  Provided  further,  That  no  part  of 
these  funds  shall  be  paid  on  any  contract  which  is  illegal  under  the: 
law  due  to  the  division  of  lands  for  the  purpose  of  evading  limits  on 
annual  payments  to  participants. 


Federal  Crop  Insurance  Corporation 


OPERATING  AND  ADMINISTRATIVE  EXPENSES 

For  operating  and  administrative  expenses,  $6,376,000. 

Rural  Electrification  Administration 

To  carry  into  effect  the  provisions  of  the  Rural  Electrification  Act 
49  stat.  1363.  of  1936,  as  amended  (7  U.S.C.  901-924),  as  follows: 


LOAN  AUTHORIZATIONS 

For  loans  in  accordance  with  said  Act,  and  for  carrying  out  the  pro- 
49  stat.  1365;  visions  of  section  7  thereof,  to  be  borrowed  from  the  Secretary  of  the 
7  use  907.  Treasury  in  accordance  with  the  provisions  of  section  3(a)  of  said 
7  USC  903. 
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Act,  as  follows :  Rural  electrification  program,  $110,000,000 ;  and  rural 
telephone  program,  $80,000,000 ;  and  additional  amounts,  not  to  exceed 
$60,000,000  for  each  program,  may  be  borrowed  under  the  same  terms 
and  conditions  to  the  extent  that  such  amount  is  required  during  the 
fiscal  year  1961  under  the  then  existing  conditions  for  the  expeditious 
and  orderly  development  of  the  rural  electrification  program  and  rural 
telephone  program. 

SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 

For  administrative  expenses,  including  not  to  exceed  $500  for  finan¬ 
cial  and  credit  reports,  and  not  to  exceed  $150,000  for  employment 
pursuant  to  the  second  sentence  of  section  706(a)  of  the  Organic  Act 
of  1944  (5  U.S.C.  574),  as  amended  by  section  15  of  the  Act  of  August 
2, 1946  (5  U.S.C.  55a),  $9,632,000. 

Farmers  Home  Administration 

To  carry  into  effect  the  provisions  of  titles  I,  II,  and  the  related  pro¬ 
visions  of  title  IV  of  the  Bankhead-Jones  Farm  Tenant  Act,  as 
amended  (7  U.S.C.  1000-1031) ;  the  Farmers  Home  Administration 
Act  of  1946  (7  U.S.C.  1001,  note;  31  U.S.C.  82h;  12  U.S.C.  371;  35 
D.C.  Code  535;  60  Stat.  1062-1080)  ;  the  Act  of  July  30,  1946  (40 
U.S.C.  436-439) :  the  Act  of  August  28,  1937,  as  amended  (16  U.S.C. 
590r-590x — 3),  for  the  development  of  facilities  for  water  storage 
and  utilization  in  the  arid  and  semiarid  areas  of  the  United  States; 
the  provisions  of  title  V  of  the  Housing  Act  of  1949,  as  amended  (42 
U.S.C.  1471-1483),  relating  to  financial  assistance  for  farm  housing; 
the  Rural  Rehabilitation  Corporation  Trust  Liquidation  Act,  ap¬ 
proved  May  3, 1950  (40  U.S.C.  440-444)';  the  items  “Loans  to  farmers, 
1948  flood  damage*’  in  the  Act  of  June  25,  1948  (62  Stat.  1038),  and 
“Loans  to  farmers,  property  damage”  in  the  Act  of  May  24,  1949  (63 
Stat.  82) ;  the  collecting  and  servicing  of  credit  sales  and  development 
accounts  in  water  conservation  and  utilization  projects  (53  Stat.  685, 
719),  as  amended  and  supplemented  (16  U.S.C.  590y,  z — 1  and  z — 10)  ; 
and  the  Act  to  direct  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  to  convey  certain 
mineral  interests,  approved  September  6,  1950  (7  U.S.C.  1033-1039), 
as  follows : 

LOAN  AUTHORIZATIONS 

For  loans  (including  payments  in  lieu  of  taxes  and  taxes  under 
section  50  of  the  Bankhead-Jones  Farm  Tenant  Act,  as  amended, 
and  advances  incident  to  the  acquisition  and  preservation  of  security 
of  obligations  under  the  foregoing  several  authorities,  except  that 
such  advances  under  title  Y  of  the  Housing  Act  of  1949,  as  amended, 
shall  be  made  from  funds  obtained  under  section  511  of  that  Act,  as 
amended)  :  Title  I  and  section  43  of  title  IV  of  the  Bankhead-Jones 
Farm  Tenant  Act,  as  amended,  $26,900,000,  of  which  not  to  exceed 
$2,500,000  may  be  distributed  to  States  and  territories  without  regard 
to  farm  population  and  prevalence  of  tenancy,  in  addition  to  the 
amount  otherwise  distributed  thereto,  for  loans  in  reclamation  proj¬ 
ects  and  to  entrymen  on  unpatented  public  lands;  title  II  of  the 
Bankhead-Jones  Farm  Tenant  Act,  as  amended,  $197,100,000;  the  Act 
of  August  28,  1937,  as  amended,  $3,000,000 :  Provided,  That  not  to  ex¬ 
ceed  the  foregoing  several  amounts  shall  be  borrowed  in  one  account 
from  the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury  in  accordance  with  the  provisions 
set  forth  under  this  head  in  the  Department  of  Agriculture  Appropri¬ 
ation  Act,  1952 :  Provided  further,  That  an  additional  amount,  not  to 
exceed  $40,000,000,  may  be  borrowed  under  the  same  terms  and 
conditions  to  the  extent  that  such  amount  is  required  during  fiscal 
year  1961  under  the  then  existing  conditions  for  the  expeditious  and 
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orderly  conduct  of  the  loan  programs  under  the  Bankhead- Jones 
Farm  Tenant  Act,  as  amended,  not  to  exceed  $5,000,000  of  which  shall 
be  available  for  loans  under  title  I  and  section  43  of  title  IV  of  such 
Act,  as  amended. 

SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 

For  making,  servicing,  and  collecting  loans  and  insured  mortgages, 
the  servicing  and  collecting  of  loans  made  under  prior  authority, 
the  liquidation  of  assets  transferred  to  Farmers  Home  Administration, 
and  other  administrative  expenses,  $31,050,000,  together  with  a  trans¬ 
fer  of  not  to  exceed  $1,050,000  of  the  fees  and  administrative  expense 
charges  made  available  by  subsections  (d)  and  (e)  of  section  12  of 
the  Bankhead- Jones  Farm  Tenant  Act,  as  amended  (7  U.S.C. 
1005(b) ),  and  section  10(c)  of  the  Act  of  August  28, 1937,  as  amended. 

Office  of  the  General  Counsel 

SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 

For  necessary  expenses,  including  payment  of  fees  or  dues  for  the 
use  of  law  libraries  by  attorneys  in  the  field  service,  $3,358,000. 

Office  of  the  Secretary 

SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 

For  expenses  of  the  Office  of  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture;  expenses 
of  the  National  Agricultural  Advisory  Commission;  stationery,  sup¬ 
plies,  materials,  and  equipment;  freight,  express,  and  dray  age  charges; 
advertising  of  bids,  communication  service,  postage,  washing  towels, 
repairs  and  alterations,  and  other  miscellaneous  supplies  and  expenses 
not  otherwise  provided  for  and  necessary  for  the  practical  and  efficient 
work  of  the  Department  of  Agriculture,  $2,899,500 :  Provided ,  That 
this  appropriation  shall  be  reimbursed  from  applicable  appropriations 
for  travel  expenses  incident  to  the  holding  of  hearings  as  required  by 
the  Administrative  Procedure  Act  (5  U.S.C.  1001). 

Office  of  Information 

SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 

For  necessary  expenses  of  the  Office  of  Information  for  the  dis¬ 
semination  of  agricultural  information  and  the  coordination  of  infor¬ 
mational  work  and  programs  authorized  by  Congress  in  the 
Department,  $1,488,000,  of  which  total  appropriation  not  to  exceed 
$537,000  may  be  used  for  farmers’  bulletins,  which  shall  be  adapted 
to  the  interests  of  the  people  of  the  different  sections  of  the  country, 
an  equal  proportion  of  four-fifths  of  which  shall  be  delivered  to  or 
sent  out  under  the  addressed  franks  furnished  by  the  Senators,  Repre¬ 
sentatives,  and  Delegates  in  Congress,  as  they  shall  direct  (7  U.S.C. 
417),  and  not  less  than  one  hundred  seventy-four  thousand  and  seven 
hundred  and  thirty-six  copies  for  the  use  of  the  Senate  and  House  of 
Representatives  of  part  2  of  the  annual  report  of  the  Secretary  (known 
as  the  Yearbook  of  Agriculture)  as  authorized  by  section  73  of  the 
Act  of  January  12,  1895  (44  U.S.C.  241),  and  for  reprinting  the  1959 
yearbook  “Food”  for  the  use  of  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representa¬ 
tives,  respectively,  of  eighty-seven  thousand  and  three  hundred  and 
sixty-eight  copies  (for  which  not  to  exceed  $67,300  shall  be  available)  : 
Provided ,  That  in  the  preparation  of  motion  pictures  or  exhibits  by 
the  Department,  not  exceeding  a  total  of  $10,000  may  be  used  for 
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employment  pursuant  to  the  second  sentence  of  section  706(a)  of  the 
Organic  Act  of  1944  (5  U.S.C.  574),  as  amended  by  section  15  of  the 
Act  of  August  2, 1946  (5  U.S.C.  55a) . 

Library 

SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 

For  necessary  expenses,  including  dues  for  library  membership  in 
societies  or  associations  which  issue  publications  to  members  only  or  at 
a  price  to  members  lower  than  to  subscribers  who  are  not  members, 
$895,000. 

TITLE  II— CORPORATIONS 

The  following  corporations  and  agencies  are  hereby  authorized  to 
make  such  expenditures,  within  the  limits  of  funds  and  borrowing 
authority  available  to  each  such  corporation  or  agency  and  in  accord 
with  law,  and  to  make  such  contracts  and  commitments  without  regard 
to  fiscal  year  limitations  as  provided  by  section  104  of  the  Government 
Corporation  Control  Act,  as  amended,  as  may  be  necessary  in  carrying 
out  the  programs  set  forth  in  the  budget  for  the  fiscal  year  1961  for 
such  corporation  or  agency,  except  as  hereinafter  provided : 

Federal  Crop  Insurance  Corporation  Fund 

Not  to  exceed  $2,630,000  of  administrative  and  operating  expenses 
may  be  paid  from  premium  income. 

Commodity  Credit  Corporation 

RESTORATION  OF  CAPITAL  IMPAIRMENT 

To  partially  restore  the  capital  impairment  of  the  Commodity 
Credit  Corporation  determined  by  the  appraisals  of  June  30,  1959, 
and  J une  30,  1960,  pursuant  to  section  1  of  the  Act  of  March  8,  1938, 
as  amended  (15  U.S.C.  7l3a-l),  $1,226,500,000. 

REIMBURSEMENT  TO  COMMODITY  CREDIT  CORPORATION  FOR  COSTS  OF  SPECIAL 
.  ACTIVITIES 

To  reimburse  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  for  authorized 
unrecovered  costs  through  June  30,  1960  (including  interest  through 
date  of  recovery),  as  follows:  (1)  $32,572,000  under  the  International 
Wheat  Agreement  Act  of  1949,  as  amended  (7  U.S.C.  1641-1642) ; 
(2)  $107,094,000  for  commodities  disposed  of  for  emergency  famine 
relief  to  friendly  peoples  pursuant  to  title  II  of  the  Act  of  July  10, 
1954,  as  amended  (7  U.S.C.  1703, 1721-1724) ;  (3)  $881,000,000  for  the 
sale  of  surplus  agricultural  commodities  for  foreign  currencies  pur¬ 
suant  to  title  I  of  the  Act  of  July  10,  1954,  as  amended  (7  U.S.C. 
1701-1709)  ;  (4)  $18,000  for  grain  made  available  to  the  Secretary 
of  the  Interior  to  prevent  crop  damage  by  migratory  waterfowl  pur¬ 
suant  to  the  Act  of  July  3,  1956  (7  U.S.C.  442-446)  ;  (5)  $422,950,000 
for  strategic  and  other  materials  acquired  by  the  Commodity  Credit 
Corporation  as  a  result  of  barter  or  exchange  of  agricultural  com¬ 
modities  or  products  and  transferred  to  the  supplemental  stockpile 
pursuant  to  Public  Law  540,  Eighty-fourth  Congress  (7  U.S.C.  1856)  : 
Provided ,  That  the  unexpended  balances  of  funds  heretofore  provided 
for  the  various  purposes  under  this  head  may  remain  available  until 
expended  for  the  purposes  for  which  appropriated  and  may  be 
merged  with  the  funds  provided  in  this  paragraph. 


74  STAT,  242. 

58  Stat.  742. 
60  Stat.  810. 


61  Stat.  584, 
31  USC  849. 


52  Stat.  107. 

63  Stat.  945. 

68  Stat.  457. 

68  Stat.  455. 
70  Stat.  492. 

70  Stat.  200. 


Pub.  Law  86-532 


-  12  - 


June  29,  I960 


74  STAT,  243. 

LIMITATION  ON  ADMINISTRATIVE  EXPENSES 

Nothing  in  this  Act  shall  be  so  construed  as  to  prevent  the  Com¬ 
modity  Credit  Corporation  from  carrying  out  any  activity  or  any 
program  authorized  by  law :  Provided ,  That  not  to  exceed  $45,726,000 
shall  be  available  for  administrative  expenses  of  the  Corporation: 
Provided  further ,  That  $1,000,000  of  this  authorization  shall  be 
available  only  to  expand  and  strengthen  the  sales  program  of  the 
Corporation  pursuant  to  authority  contained  in  the  Corporation’s 
charter:  Provided  further ,  That  not  less  than  7  per  centum  of  this 
authorization  shall  be  placed  in  reserve  to  be  apportioned  pursuant  to 
31  use  665,  section  3679  of  the  Revised  Statutes,  as  amended,  for  use  only  in  such 
amounts  and  at  such  time  as  may  become  necessary  to  carry  out  pro¬ 
gram  operations:  Provided  further ,  That  all  necessary  expenses  (in¬ 
cluding  legal  and  special  services  performed  on  a  contract  or  fee  basis, 
but  not  including  other  personal  services)  in  connection  with  the  ac¬ 
quisition,  operation,  maintenance,  improvement,  or  disposition  of  any 
real  or  personal  property  belonging  to  the  Corporation  or  in  which  it 
has  an  interest,  including  expenses  of  collections  of  pledged  collateral, 
shall  be  considered  as  nonadministrative  expenses  for  the  purposes 
hereof :  Provided  further ,  (1)  That  no  part  of  this  authorization  shall 
be  used  to  formulate  or  carry  out  a  price-support  program  for  1960 
under  which  a  total  amount  of  price  support  in  excess  of  $50,000  would 
be  extended  through  loans,  purchases,  or  purchase  agreements  made 
or  made  available  by  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  to  any  person 
on  the  1960  production  of  any  agricultural  commodity  declared  by 
the  Secretary  to  be  in  surplus  supply,  unless  (a)  such  person  shall 
reduce  his  production  of  such  commodity  from  that  which  such  person 
produced  the  preceding  year,  in  such  percentage,  not  to  exceed  20 
per  centum,  as  the  Secretary  may  determine  to  be  essential  to  bring 
production  in  line  within  a  reasonable  period  of  time  with  that  neces¬ 
sary  to  provide  an  adequate  supply  to  meet  domestic  and  foreign 
demands,  plus  adequate  reserves,  or  (b)  such  person  shall  agree  to 
repay  all  amounts  advanced  in  excess  of  $50,000  for  any  agricultural 
commodity  within  twelve  months  from  the  date  of  the  advance  of  such 
funds  or  at  such  later  date  as  the  Secretary  may  determine,  (2)  that 
the  term  “person”  shall  mean  an  individual,  partnership,  firm,  joint- 
stock  company,  corporation,  association,  trust,  estate,  or  other  legal 
entity,  or  a  State,  political  subdivision  of  a  State,  or  any  agency 
thereof,  (3)  that  in  the  case  of  any  loan  to,  or  purchase  from,  a 
cooperative  marketing  organization,  or  with  regard  to  price  support 
on  an  agricultural  commodity  extended  by  purchases  of  a  product  of 
such  commodity  from,  or  by  loans  on  such  product  to,  persons  other 
than  the  producers  of  such  commodity,  such  limitation  shall  not  apply 
to  the  amount  of  price  support  received  by  the  cooperative  marketing 
organization,  or  other  persons,  but  the  amount  of  price  support  made 
available  to  any  person  through  such  cooperative  marketing  organiza¬ 
tion  or  other  persons  shall  be  included  in  determining  the  amount  of 
price  support  received  by  such  person  for  purposes  of  such  limitation, 
and  (4)  that  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  shall  issue  regulations 
prescribing  such  rules  as  he  determines  necessary  to  carry  out  this 
provision. 

TITLE  III— RELATED  AGENCIES 
Farm  Credit  Administration 

LIMITATION  ON  ADMINISTRATIVE  EXPENSES 

Not  to  exceed  $2,480,000  (from  assessments  collected  from  farm 
credit  agencies)  shall  be  obligated  during  the  current  fiscal  year  for 
administrative  expenses. 
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Federal  Farm  Mortgage  Corporation  Fund 

The  federal  Farm  Mortgage  Corporation  is  authorized  to  make 
such  expenditures,  within  available  funds  and  in  accordance  with 
law,  as  may  be  necessary  to  liquidate  its  assets:  Provided ,  That  funds 
Realized  from  the  liquidation  of  assets  which  are  determined  by  the 
Board  of  Directors  to  be  in  excess  of  the  requirements  for  expenses 
of  liquidation  shall  be  declared  as  dividends  which  shall  be  paid  into 
the  general  fund  of  the  Treasury. 

TITLE  IV— GENERAL  PROVISIONS 

Sec.  401.  Within  the  unit  limit  of  cost  fixed  by  law,  appropriations 
and  authorizations  made  for  the  Department  under  this  Act  shall  be 
available  for  the  purchase,  in  addition  to  those  specifically  provided 
for,  of  not  to  exceed  three  hundred  and  thirty-seven  passenger  motor 
vehicles,  of  which  three  hundred  and  thirty-two  shall  be  for  replace¬ 
ment  only,  and  for  the  hire  of  such  vehicles. 

Sec.  402.  Provisions  of  law  prohibiting  or  restricting  the  employ¬ 
ment  of  aliens  shall  not  apply  to  employment  under  the  appropria¬ 
tion  for  the  Foreign  Agricultural  Service. 

Sec.  403.  Funds  available  to  the  Department  of  Agriculture  shall 
be  available  for  uniforms  or  allowances  therefor  as  authorized  by  the 
Act  of  September  1,  1954,  as  amended  (5  U.S.C.  2131). 

Sec.  404.  No  part  of  the  funds  appropriated  by  this  Act  shall  be 
used  for  the  payment  of  any  officer  or  employee  of  the  Department 
who,  as  such  officer  or  employee,  or  on  behalf  of  the  Department  or 
any  division,  commission,  or  bureau  thereof,  issues,  or  causes  to  be 
issued,  any  prediction,  oral  or  written,  or  forecast,  except  as  to  damage 
threatened  or  caused  by  insects  and  pests,  with  respect  to  future  prices 
of  cotton  or  the  trend  of  same. 

Sec.  405.  Except  to  provide  materials  required  in  or  incident  to 
research  or  experimental  work  where  no  suitable  domestic  product 
is  available,  no  part  of  the  funds  appropriated  by  this  Act  shall  be 
expended  in  the  purchase  of  twine  manufactured  from  commodities 
or  materials  produced  outside  of  the  United  States. 

Sec.  406.  Not  less  than  $1,500,000  of  the  appropriations  of  the  De¬ 
partment  for  research  and  service  work  authorized  by  the  Acts  of 
August  14,  1946,  July  28,  1954,  and  September  6,  1958  (7  U.S.C.  427 
1621—1629;  72  Stat.  U93),  shall  be  available  for  contracting  in  accord¬ 
ance  with  said  Acts. 

Sec.  407.  No  part  of  any  appropriation  contained  in  this  Act  or  of 
the  funds  available  for  expenditure  by  any  corporation  or  agency  in¬ 
cluded  in  this  Act  shall  be  used  for  publicity  or  propaganda  purposes 
to  support  or  defeat  legislation  pending  before  the  Congress. 

This  Act  may  be  cited  as  the  “Department  of  Agriculture  and  Farm 
Credit  Administration  Appropriation  Act,  1961”. 

Approved  June  29,  I960. 
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